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THE volume before me is entitled, ^'Three Es- 
says. On the Intermediate State of the Dead ; 
ihn Resurrection from the Dead ; and on tlio 
Greek terms rendered, Judg-e, Judgment, Con- 
demned, Condemnation, Damned, Damnation, Szc, 
in. the New-Testament. With Remarks on Mr. 
Hudson's Letters in vindication of a future Re- 
tribution, addressed to Mr. Hosea fiallou, of Bos- 
ton." This volume was occasioned by my Letters 
to Rev. Mr. Bailou in vindication of a future 
retribution. Mr. Balfour tells us, that the matter 
was principally collected before the publication 
of my Letters, and as it was deemed a full answer 
to my book, he thoug^ht best to publish it much as 
it was, to avoid the appearance of controversy. 
In reviewing* this production, I shall confine my- 
self principally to those parts which relate to the 
subject of a future retribution. 

Before examining* his arguments, it may be 
proper to notice his pretensions to candour and 
fairness, and the spirit of his performance. Mr* 
Balfonr says, pp. '206, 2fi7, '*lt has been no con- 
cern of niino. to what result this examination 
imght }eail AJy object has been to ^sc-e.T\Tv\^ 
irhat sensx; the sncred writors mcanV Vo cown^ 
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by the lang^uagc they used. Our desire is, t 
the truth of God may be made manifest, whet 
•ur views of the above texts be right or wro 
and shall listen to any thing which can be adv 
ced, showing that we have misunderstood th 
I shall be happy, if I am in error, to see it pole 
out," Again, he tells us, p. 332, "that his ob- 
in writing is not to defend himself, or any o( 
flOfua, but to keep to the question at issue." F 
ihit we might naturally expect that his b 
would betray no desire of victory, no artful 
-tempt at evasion, no personal attack upon 
opponent. But a perusal of bis Essays and 
marks may perhaps lead to the conclusion, ( 
Lis pure devotion to the cause of truth it 
-greater than other men's, and that he has 
kept entirely clear from personal reflectit 
Though Mr. B. has assured us that he write: 
"defend no man, he has laboured in his fissay 
defend himself, and has added to his Essays n 
ihoD Jifty pages, a great part of which is todef 
himself and Mr. Ballou from what was advan 
in my Letters. Yes— he enters into Mr. Ball 
defence with no small degree of warmth, 
says, p. 307, "One of three things must be < 
tain. 1. Mr. Hudson's views of what constiti 
A Christian must be extremely vague. 2. 
fAr. H. acts the hypocrite. 3. Or he groi 
misrepresents Mr. Ballou's sentiments." ? 
what occasion for all this severity ? From w 
/siroumstance does be draw his inferences wit) 
^irch assarsLDce ?* Why, because I addressed 
iKa/Mv mth the awwnon liCle of ^^car \)toV\> 
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siboured to show that his Viewf were 
, and confined the benefits of the gospel 
sent state. But where is the impro* 
this ? Must we be uncivil to a laanf 
re think him in error ? Mr. B. addresses 
ers in endless misery by the appellation 
3n, and yet he denounces their conduct 
im as^^ cheat, a goul-saving trader a ton- 
fnoney-spunging system, in which they 
incerUy, and of which they eught to be 

See pp. 99, 100, 123, 209. Now the 
which Mr. B. in his great mercy, has 
upon me, fall upon his own head ; and he 
nuate the crime, or rest under the ag- 
burden. 

says, p. 310, <'We pointed out in the 
r a gross, and we must think, a vtUful 
ientation of Mr. Bailouts sentiments, 
we haye no great faith in Mr. Hudson's 
)r candour in giving a full and fair ac- 
Mr. Ballou's religious opinions." Here 
a charge of a very serious nature— a 
jf vjilful misreprefenioHon^^^ misrepre- 
i so heightened by the nature of the ease^ 
troy my reputation for either candour or 
Mr. B. has laboared hard to make it 
that I was severe upon Mr. Ballou in 
ers ; but in no instance did I accuse him 
ling lijce wil/til misrepresentation. But 
ow inquire in what tkds wilful misrepre- 
1 consists. It consists in my saying that 
^ou's Bjstem lim\i% the bene^ls ^^ ^^ 

this world. Now ioAtead o! ^%^vi>' 
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f^uilty lo this charj^e, 1 insist tlmt tliis vvr 
inisrcprescnta(iori of Mr. Bailouts system. 
maintains in liis writiup^s, that all sin arises 
the fleshly, formed nature of man, and that s 
tioa coDBists in being' broug^ht back from the : 
ed, to the created state. See Atooement, pp. 
141. It was shown in my 2d Letter, that oi 
Jtiallou's system, men were sa?«d. by death 
consequently not by Christ. Thus it ap 
that Mr. Bal loirs system does limit the lyor^ci 
the gospel to this itrorld. In fact, it is a cnr 
remark with those of his sentiment, that C 
does not save men in a future state. Mr. E 
says himbelf, ""That Christ came into this \ 
to save us in anoifi^rj is contrary to all the i 
sentations which . are found in the Scripti 
Lectures, p. 14., This quotation was made 
Letters, as Mr. B. might have seen, p. 279. 
if Christ does not save men in a future sts 
not the benoiit of the gospel ccnlined to this vi 
Thus we sec it is no misrepresentation t 
that Mr. Dal!ou^ti system confines the bene 
the gospel to this world. Rut Mr. B. will p 
bly say that Mr. Ballou contends that mci 
be raised by Christ, and consequently the be 
of his mission extend beyond deatii. Ihil this i 
making Mr. Bailouts system a mere i^nU/i 
one thing at one time, and another ut anotl 
something which we may view in any ligli 
please. If Mr. Bailouts system is contradi 
with itself, this is not our fault. 
But Mr. D. iJjies this charjije of wifful mht 
seniaiion upon another quotaUou f lom a\\ \ »* 
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Be quotes me as saying^ to Mr. Ballou, ^Your 
system is only a Degation, and your faith disbelief, 
—a creed which would better become a sceptic 
tkvi a professed Christian," p. 307. In reply to 
this, I say that Mr. B. has misrepresented the 
sentence he professed to quote. I did not say to 
I Mr. Ballon that his system was only a neg^ation, 
I and his faith disbelief. I had been labouring to 
show that Mr. Ballou had a positive as well as 
the Restorationists, and concluded the argu- 
ment as follows : **But, sir, the doctrine which 
bounds all punishment by temporal death, for 
which you contend, must be either a positive or ft 
negative. Is it a negative ? Then it is incapable 
of proof;— then your system is only a negation^ 
and your faith disbelief — a creed which would 
better become a sceptic than a professed Chris- 
tian.".— Letters, p. 15. Every person will see, 
by taking this in its connexion, that I did not tell 
Mr. Ballou, that his faith was only disbelief, i 
was reasoning with him upon the statement of the 
question, and said to him in sentiment, that if he 
should take the ground that his system was a ne- 
gative, it woald then follow that his system was 
only a negation, and his faith disbelief. What I 
said was a mere inference from a supposed posi- 
tion ; and this inference would apply to myself, 
as much as to Mr. Ballou, if I assumed that posi- 
tion. BntMr. B. would make his readers believe 
that I said directly and plainly, that Mr. Bailouts 
faith was only disbelief. I will not say that he 
wilfully misrepresented ray language*, >a\\\. \\\% ^ 
matter of surprise that he did not dv%coNt.t \y.\ 

2* 
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mifiUkfi, Thig Ihen is llie way in Hbioli he coB- 
vicli mc of iiil/ui miBreprctentation : lie misre- 
presCDls m)> book, and then says that lie has do 
faitli ID my candour or fairncis ! From this »ie» 
of the lubject it will be seen, (bat his charge of 
nilful ntisre presentation is catirely gratuitoua- 
I will not imitate him in this respect, aod inainu- 
ate that he is destitute of either candour or fair^ 
ncHB, but will leave the reader to draw bii owd 

Mr. B. complains that I quoted only a/eu ten- 
ttatet and icrapt of itnletvxt from Mr. Bailout 
writiogs. Well, is tbi> any evidence that I mls- 
repreaented him ? It ■* true that 1 did cot make 
long quotations from his works ; but 1 endeavoar- 
ed to give a fair representation of biB views and 
arguments ; and whoever will take the trouble to 
examine, will find that I quoted much more froia 
Mr. Ballon, than Mr- B. has done from myr Let- 
ten. Besides, when I quoted Mr. Ballou's argq- 
meats, I stated them in a log-ical fortn, so as ta 
exhibit their whole strength. Out I lind notbiof 
of (his generosity in the volume before me. 

Mr. B. complaiOB that I did not make any tl 
lowance for Mr. Bailouts dumge o/ opinion, since 
be wrote his first works.— In reply to this, let it 
be observed,— When a man publishes his opinion!. 
the pnblic have a ri^ht to consider them as fail 
opinions, a □ tit be recalls them in a publin man 
ner. Nay, an author would have reason to com- 
platD, if we did nnl rrgard liis worlii as tiie stao 
Jartf ofbia opinions, Now Mr. UaVViAi'i '■Tie^vw 
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hrougli several editions, and he has 
I the least intimation that be has al- 
»iaions. The last edition of his Atonc- 
1 came out ctfter my Letters were in 
ins the first intimation I have ever 
change of views relative to his sys- 
3?en in that, he does not consider the 
)eiDg at all important. He does not 
?ork ; bnt only intimates that he may 
in error relative to a few passages of 
3uchiDg the creation and formation of 
Br these circumstances, I feel con- 
[ have pursued a right course relative 
ct. Had I pursued the opposite course* 
e been chargeable of unfairness ; and 
imstance would have been seized upon 
' by Mr. B. Moreover, had Mr. Bal- 
the habit of changing his opinions 
Mr. B. has done of late, I should have 
it a loss to know his opinions. 
), Mr. B. has this remarkable passage : 
rmed by persons well acquainted with 
's opinions, that Mr. Hudson knows he 
•Id such sentiments as he imputes to 
'eover, that even the quotations he 
I his various writings for thirty years, 
caricature than a just representation 
ments he ever held in any part of his 
e is another specimen of Mr. B.'s can- 
not only charges me with "wilful mis- 
ion," and then misrepresents m^ Vjoo^i 
t/jc charge ; but he appears dvs^o^^^ 
'-'crv evil surmise that comcs toW 
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ears.- Bat Mr. B. is neicome to all tbe 
aad his cause to all the support to be 
from luch a course. The seDteoce I hart 
coDtains two distinct charges ; one that 
that Mr. Ballou did not hold the senti 
imputed to him, and the other that 1 gav 
caricature of what he ever beliered. A 
£ret charge, I disdain to take aaj notic 
for I do not wish to coDteod with those ' 
diiposed to wield their daggers in the dar 
ia relation to Mr. B. the only person wil 
I am DOW at issue, I would ask, is it n 
honourable in him to publish such evil i 
without giviog the oamcs of thair authc 
this the course which he would irish to hav 
pursue with him ? 1 put these qucstioi 
own coDBCieuce. Even if he knew It to 
what has this to do with ths question in i 
We hardly expected this from him, es 
after he had told us that be was detem 
keep to the point at issna 

The second charge is. that I gave onlj 
cafure of Mr. Ballou's sentimeDts. Now d 
B. know that this accniation is true P Tb 
be ascertained onlf bj exainiDing Mr. 
writings. But has Mr. B. made this e: 
tion i No ; he eaji in the ferj next wc 
had not tbe books at hand, or 1 should hai 
fied mj curiosilj in looking into them to i 
quoted him fairlj, and understood him cor 
— Now does this look like oaodour or & 
If Mr. B. had been disposed lo acl %a bm 
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he had ascertained whether they were 

false ? But be tells us in excuse that he 
t the books at hand. But be could have 
>btamed them by just stepping across the 

into Boston. If he would not. take the 
I to make this examination, he is not a fit 

to judge in the case, especially to deal so 
y in personal imputations, 
after Mr. B. had published this charge of 
resentation, and acknowledged that be 
not whether it was true or false, he then 
it to be an undoubted truth — a truth which 
to be kept in mind. He says, p. 355, ^^The 

ought to recollect that in comparing the 
;endency of the two systems, Mr. Hudson 
es his own only with the caricature he has 
of Mr. Ballou's system." On the same 
e tells his readers that I have given **a 
id, mutilated, disingenuous account of Mr. 
8 system," and have drawn '^a hideous 
r," instead of giving a just representation - 
bile Mr. B. is thus positive and lavish in 
rges of misrepresentation, he confesses that 
not examined Mr. Ballou's writings, and 
>t know but that I have represented him 
I presume the thought would have oc- 
to most people, that it would be as well to 
1 the censure, till the truth was ascertain- 
nd all this comes from a gentleman who 
object but truth, and who writes to defend 
, but to keep to the point at issue '. 

regr^rd to these frequent charges ol mvs- 
tatjou, I mil remark once for aW, W^V. '\^ 
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was tny deiign to give a just and fair repreM 
tioD of Mr. Ballou's opinioDB, as near aa I c 
learn them from big contradictor; writiog'i. 
all cases, whenever I >tated hie opinioDB or a 
menta, 1 referred lo (he works and pages, so 
any person miglit turn to them, and exaaioc 
himself, nnd so be enabled to point out the m 
presentatioD, if any can be foood. This coui 
then considered candid and bonoarable, and 1 1 
bad no occnsioo to alter my opinion. Those 
are so liberal in (be charges of miarepresc 
lion, hare not in a single iiulattet, to my ki 
ledge, attempted to show wherein the misre 
sentation consisted. The view I hare give 
Mr. Ballou'a system is the same as has been g 
beretofore. Witliin a few years, a small j 
was published in a periodical on this very sub 
This Declaration, as the piece was then ca 
stated and oppoeed the very sentiment wbid 
Letters ascribe to Mr, Ballou. Now thougk 
declaration called no person by name, Mr. Bi 
felt that hit opinions were attacked, and cm 
queotly be noticed it in a very public roanne 
many will recollect. I mention this to show 
Hr. Ballou and bis friends at that time diil 
Giea pretend that sentimenti were asorilN 
him.wbich he did not hold. He did not, of cm 
admit the inferences drawn from the statu 
of the system, but he never preteDdod, ti 
knowledge, that the statement of the lyiteiti 
incorrect, lu this manner Mr. Balloa kAn 
at that time, (hat his MutimenVi ii«ik ^ittB 
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of misrepresentation which has been made, 
>ed, and re-echoed, is undoabtedly made to 
Id a system whose deformity is obvious, and 
'hose defenoe they think it not pradent to 

St. 

n page 3II9 our Essayist attempts to make it 
sar that I confessed that I did not understand 
BaUou's system. His words are ; — '^By Mr. 
tson's own showing*, he did not understand 
Ballou's sentiments. This he frankly con- 
es, after having written his book to confute 
D." — After making this statement, he attempts 
rove it by mutilating a passage in my Letters- 
begins his quotation, stops short in the midst 
he paragraph, passes oyer the qualifying sen- 
ses, and then closes with the concluding sen- 
«. That the reader may see the unfairness 
he quotation, I will transcribe what he has 
ed, and enclose in brackets the sentences he 
passed oyer. 

iat, sir, should you attempt a reply, I have 
request to make, viz. that you give a definite 
iment of your views upon the subject. [As 
believe that all men will be happy immedi- 
r at death, I wish to be informed on what 
nd you rest your belief; — whether the m- 
HcUe nature of the soul exempts it from suf- 
g, or whether it is saved by being divinely 
noted instantly after death. Or if you rest 
MjBiem on the resurrection, I hope you will 
(definitely your views upon that subject, and 
■f 98 whether you believe tViat tVie T^%\iT^^^i- 
Mkes place at the moment of dcaOa, ot ^W^Owmc 
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voii b(aicvo in .1 hi hire {^cnrr.ii rosurrect 
This request is made that we mny see whe 
we differ, and wbereia we are agreed, so tha 
may not dispute about words only. I request 
the more earnestly, because I am at a lof 
know your precise views upon this sub 
Though I have read your works with a viei 
learn your opinions, I am still in the dark reh 
to the ground on which you base your scheme 
Letters, p. 306. 

This quotation contains all that I said io 
Letters upon this subject. It will be see' 
the above paragraph, that the sentence end 
in brackets, which Mr. B. carefully omits, q 
fies the rest of the paragraph, and makes 
sense definite. In the first place I requc 
Mr. Ballou to give a definite statement of 
opinion ; and then stated in the sentence w 
Mr. 6. excludes, the points on which I wa 
information ; viz. whether men were saved by 
purenaiure of the *cw/, by itistruclwn, or the r 
rection. It will be seen in my Letters, p. 45- 
that Mr. Ballou sometimes seems to rely upoi 
immaculate nature of the souh sometimes 
man's being instantly instructed after deaths 
sometimes upon the position that they wi 
raised immortal, to disprove future punishn 
It was there shown that these positions ' 
directly opposed to each other ; so that if one 
assumed, the other two were in reality abar 
ed, Aod on the subject of the resurrectioc 
found that Mr. Ballou BomeUmea YTAATwaXA^ 
if m/^bC fake place witU every wvoa^V^^^v} 
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Noir it was in relation to these particulars, 
that I asked for iaformatioD. 1 wished to know 

too which of these positions, he meant to rely ; 
ind consequentlj in that part of the paragraph 
which Mr. B. found it to his purpose to omit, I 
■aid as before quoted, <^A8 yon believe that all 
men will be happy immediately at death, I wish 
to be informed on what ground you rest your 
belief Here it will be seen that my request 
related, not to his system generally, but to the 
particular ground on which he should rest it. 
After asking him to state the ground or position 
en which he should rely, I then paiticularizcd, 
and asked whether he intended to rely upon the 
nature of the soul, divine instruction, or the re- 
■arrection ; and if upon the resurrection, whether 
it be at death, or at some future period. After 
apecifying these particulars, I then said that 1 
was in the dark relative to the ground which he 
would choose. From this connected view of the 
subject, it will be seen, that instead of say- 
ing I was in the dark relative to his general 
views, my meaning was, that I was at a loss to 
know on which position he meant to rely — whe- 
ther upon the purity of the soul, divine instruction, 
or the resurrection. And the doubt existing in 
my mind arose, not from the fact that I did not 
)now what ho had said upon the subject, but from 
the fact that he soemed at one time to rely upon 
one, and at another time upon the other. But let 
him take which he pleases, I have not misrepro- 
aeated 'him; for I haro staled ^tkd «iL^mw^ 
eamb of these pttsitiona. 
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Now if Mr. B. had taied hii ingenuity cne ia 
ai mucb to learn tnjmeaniag', as itnauldieflin 1 
muBtbaTedoDetoperTerLJt.-^e wouldhadieentb 
what lie applies to Mr. Ratlou'a central Mnftma 
tru deiig-aed to apply oDif to the parlienb 
ground on which he resied it. Eveo the partJ 
quotation he hu made ought to have Buggesti 
this. 1 itated in langusg-e quot»d bj Mr. B. ' 
Btn BtitI Id the dark relative to the ground i 
which yoii haae your system. " Here I confeHi 
that I was ID the dark. Bui in relation tn whi 
was 1 in llie dark ? Mr. flallou's gtneral systen 
No ; but in relation lo tlie particular ground i 
nliich he reEled it; nhethcr it be the nature 
the soul, divine instruction, or the resurrectio 
From wtiat lias been oS'ered, it trill be seen th 
Mr. B. gave a mutilated, false repreaenlatioo 
what 1 said upon the subject. Whether tl 
arose from inattention, or nhether it ought to 
regarded, to use his own mild language, as 
wilful misrepresent alion," 1 will not attempt 
determine. It will undoubtadly suggest to I 
reader the propriety of perusing my Lisllert 
himieir, rather than relying upon Mr. B. for 
formation concerning tbem. In conclusion I v 
simply say, that if Mr. B. eonlimiti to give I 
coDstructioD to my langnage n this case, whi 
he has gireo, he will do it at the expcnia of 
judgment or int^rity. 

There is one thing in Mr. B.'s book whici 
did not anticipate. It it this— he has in lere 
'asfaoceB, pp. 307, 309, 350, »tAU& '^^la.V \iu 
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lotbiog was said but what I am perfectly willing 
iie world shoald know, still I regard it as iingen. 
Llemaoly, to publish private conversation, unless 
the nature of the subject absolutely requires it, 
iriiich was not the case here. 

Osr Essayist strives to excite public prejuiiice 
iC^nst me, by insinuating that I am a hypocrite, 
ud wrote only from malice. .* He tells his readers 
ftat the suspicion is strong that I wrote only to 
notify a grudge, and not from any love of truth. 
te pp. 9, 311, 312, 330. It seems that Mr. B. 
had heard base hypocrisy imputed to me, and he 
readily volunteered his service to publish it to the 
woiid ; and that it might not pass unobserved, 
be was careful to mention it in several distinct 
placea, and has laboured to strengthen the suspi- 
cion ; and then to show his great kindnessy he tells 
M that he is "truly sorry,'* and ''most sincerely 
Irishes" that there had been no occasion for this 
lospicioB. I will not spend time in remarking 
ipon this subject. I will only say that he is wel- 
XMne to all the honour, and his cause to all the 
npport to be derived from such a course. How 
■och they will contribute to either, let the reader 
iiidg^. And where he expresses a doubt whether 
liis opponent would be willing to go to hell 
If a misMionary; where he charges him with 
^^mUngt making a fuss, and croaking; and 
there be tells us that Clergymen beget children 
It freely as others, pp. 44, 187,329, 343; his 
daaiic laoguage and cultivated thoughts may fur- 
usb him M rich harvest of glory, but VYie^ f^i'^V 
fceirs oo Btteatioa from mc* 
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I could mentiuD many n 
Mr. B. perverts my meaning, and indiilg 
personal reflections, but as it inuit be unpli 
lo all rafleolin*- persons, I shall let their 
unQoliced, and sliall now call the attcnltnn 
reader to tlic point at isiiue. 
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Mr. B. holds that the soul of man is mortal — 
that the whole man dies at the death of the body, 
io that there is no conscious existence between 
death and the resurrection. This is what, he 
eontends for in his first Essay, and many other 
parts of his book. He further holds, that at some 
fiitore unknown period, all men will be raised 
fion the dead to a state of immortal happiness ; 
•D that all punishment or misery must be con- 
fined to this world. This statement is justified 
by miuiy parts of bis book, which I need not men- 
tion. Let us now inquire in what he makes 
lalvation oonsist. If men are saved, they must be 
layed from something ; and what is this something 
firom which men are saved ? Mr. B. shall answer^ 
■*&om sin, ignorance, idolatry, the course of this 
world, and from the condemnation in which sin 
involves ns here, and at last from death and the 
jravc." See pp. 112, 113, 162, 207, 208, 297- 
It appears then that salvation on his plan consists 
in b^g deliverad from the troubles of this world, 
I lod freei the grave. Let us examine these 
{ fflritimM Mparately. How are men saved from 
; OB, aad the course of this world ? Mr. B. says, by 
preaeUag' Christ and the resurrection. He tells 
j OS IkMithe ooJf motive to holiness of \\fe/\^ ^l 
r cerUia bap0 of the resurrection. '*Unl\\ ^. m^^ 
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liBB tbi) hope,'' sajij ho, "he liae nu tujfiiienl i 
ducemeat to lire a holy life, but latber to Mf- 
Itt ut eat and drink, /or la-m*rrow u« (ft&" E 
thea aalicipatet an ioqairjt — "Wbatjdo you mM 
to affirm that Done are recoDcUed to God, hu 
trulj repented, and are reallj changed perioD 
but eocb as haTfl bdiered in the death and mm 
Kctlon of Cbritt } And is &lth in thii the onl 
thing which can give nlan hope of a futui« lil 
and lead him to hDliness of tmoduct?" To lb 
inquirj he aoBwcri — "jet, (his is what I < 
affirm." Sec pp. 163, 166. From these pauagi 
it will bo seen that Mr. B. caDtendi, [hat faith i 
the resurrcctioD of Christ is abioJntelj Deceiia 
to salvation ; that a moD cannot lead a boly lil 
without a belief in the doctrine of the reiurrei 
tion. And for thi* belief, he tells us freqnantl 
we are entirely indebted to the icripturss. 

Now I wonld gladlj inquire, bow are the be 
then, who never hear of the gospel, and thoaa j 
christian land*, wbedo not believe the ^oapel, t 
obey its reqairementi, to be saved? Mr. B. tfj 
US that they cannot be saved without faith in it 
resurrection J and tbi* faith the heathen don 
potaew; conaequently they are not saved at a] 
Tliey experience igatarance and all the evil* < 
this world ; nay, they endare all the punisfaiaeD 
which are threatened in God's word — a pnnlaj 
ment which Gontinuet as long as they renuiQ i 
this state, that is, as loag aa any can be pnnitbi 
on his plan. He admits what our obaemtbi 
leacbei its, (hat all infonts, \&ioVc, Uw iitMilc bw 
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liie resurrecttoD so as to lead a holy life, arc not 
aaved in this state. "No man,'* says he, "can 
live happy, or die in hope of a future immortality, 
liring in disobedience of the gospel." He also 
^^ tells Qg that very few are saved in this state. 
See pp. 113^ d96, 238. The g>reater part of 
■ankimi, then, are not saved from sin or its con- 
H^pMnces ; or in other words, are not saved at 
aH. Mr. B. thinks it idle, and worse than idle, 
vajf he calls it a cheat to attempt to save men 
from Buffering in a future state : because he 
-CooiMds, they were never exposed to any such 
ponflnnent. The greater part of mankind, then, 
dn Up plan, are not saved at all. They suffer all 
the pimishment, which was ever threatened, or to 
which any of the human family were ever expos- 
ed. They ara not saved from sin or its consc- 
qeeaoei, but experience both as long as they 
fire. Our aothor then is driven to this conclu- 
ikm ;^-ineii mest be saved by death, dk* else come 
Aort of aalTation. But if men are saved by 
they -are not saved by Christ. They 
from sin, bat not by the agency of 
Ihli'LDrd Jesus; not in consequence of any thiog 
vl^Bik the Redeemer has done or can do, but by 
a (ijriieidlaw of nature, in wliich he has no agen- 
cy, and to which he him^lf was subject. Be- 
dilei, it wcmld be totally absurd lo say that death 
Mf^'niea, since, on )'f^ p^^n? it only introduces 
thi9Hrt0 ^ ttate ^ non-existence. Such arc 
•ooioefthA-^bBurdk'ics attendant upon his plan. 

Bai Mr. IK fifrti probably say that lie detrnvjA 
sthuthn ia'^e/' an* only a deliverance from «uv 




( 
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ID IbU world, hut a deliraruice rnnn death all 
tba gHTs aJte. We admit thii; but thl* ool 
iocreaui tbe difficullj. Tha ruurrectioD ou 
not witli BDy proprietj, OQ hii plan, be laid t 
delirsrmeii from ita and the caan* of thit worli 
It ma; introduoa men into happinesi, but it caniu 
deliver them from ain. If death deatroy* tb 
whole man, aa he coatendB, he can no more be 
ciDDer after death, than a Doa-entitj can he; u 
to say that a ooD-eDtit]' is delirerad from tin, b 
being brought into conecious exiatcnce, i« to ui 
words without any aigDificalioa. Tbe mtu^dii 
Mr. B. can make of it, ia that dsatli delirJll t 
from tio, and the re«urrec(ion iDIroduces ua iai 
happiness. So we are partly laved bj Chrii 
aod partly by death! coDsaquentty our •ong' 
praise must be divided ; a part of tba glory beii 
due lo the kieg of terrors 1 

But another difficulty arises; this is saric 
men by phyiical, and not by moral causes. It 
« given principls in philosophy, that moral cauai 
produce moral effects, and physical caaieij| 
duce physical effecU. Who erer heard offl 
heart of a man being cbaoged by the chjKii 
jbreezes of the noitfa, or the buroiog heat of tl 
vertical aun? Thesn beiog physical cauMa,pi 
dace, not moral, but jhy lical effects. If a pb; 
ical cause doea in any i:age produce a nUnl i 
feet, it is notu a physical caaae, that it prsdao 
it. A ferer is a physical catse, and aa b ferw 
will produce only a physic^ effect. If tl 
reOecliaa [bat we a» aaLvt^Ud-^itbiucaae pr 
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eot is not produced by the physical cause, a 
rar, but by reflectioB, which is a moral cause 
le physical cause, a fever, would no more pro- 
loe a change of disposition without the moral 
luse,. reflection, than the chilling frosts of De- 
mber iij^uld produce a change of disposition. 
ow let us apply this plain principle to tho case 
)ibre U8. Mr. B. admits that many die impen- 
•Bt^ and consequently cannot become penitent 

the intermediate state; for between death 
id the resurrection they have no conscious 
usl|poe. But he contends that they will be 
ised to happiness. But the resurrection is not 
moral- but a physical operation, and consequent- 
' will produce ooly a physical cfFcct. All moral 
fieelt are produced by consideration and reflec- 
OD, which of course require a period of time, for 
leip operation. But Mr. B. tells, p. 192, that 
le resurrection will be instantaneous. In finite 
features, an instantaneous change of disposition 
i impossible. The resurrection, as such, being a 
hyfenl c^ration, will not aifect the disposition 
f the creature. The bimplc act of raising a 
to lif^, would no more change his character, 
waking a man from sleep ^vould change his 
:liaraeter« 

We readily admit that the resurrection, and 
.be state iato which it introduces mon, may pre- 
fect JlMnJ causes or coasidcralions which lead 
Lo aidiiliifa of heart or disposition, but this can- 
eol tike place in an instant. Mv. I^.Vv\m^\i 
mattadait ibia; for be asserts t\\At cvei^, u\^\x\s 
^rerUd, reconciled f o G od, aad fiUcd ^ot Ve-cvx ^ v^ 



on); bf exerciiiDg faitb in Chritt, \ 
produced bf preaching; or iuipartiag 
of the gnipel. Naw il is manifest tt 
ledge of the divine misBian.labourB, n 
death of Cbriit, together with his 
and the reaurractlon af mankind, c 
parted to tnea bo at to enable them I 
iSTlng faith which works bj loce and 
so changes the character — I saj it is i 
this knowledge eannot be impartei 
eserciied, and the charactsr radicall; 
a moment of time. We know that 
impossible here, and to laj (.hat it is p 
after, is begglog the queslion, anc 
ing all analogy. 

On Mr. B's. tjitem, men must be sa 
or bj ChriRt. He caoool admit lli: 
saved bj death, for Ihit is setting a 
misaioD of Christ. He must cooteo 
they are saved b; Christ. He admiti 
Bay, tbe greater part of mankiBd ai 
in this world, conseqaenlly they mu 
future, And if they are saved by Cli 
ture state, their saUation mutt bo eS 
resurrection or something else. Are 
hy the resurrection? I here speal 
Ibe p/tyiical acl of railing tbe dead to 
eaves men, then it is a physical and 
■alvatioQ; tbe body may he placed 
retch of pain, bat the miod may be I 
Beta, and the coDacwnu any stkng lii 
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le resarrectioQ simply, (hen salration is of a 
bysical natui'e only ; then faith and repentance, 
lioae indispensible prerequisites for enjoyment^ 
re excluded. Noir if our author says that men 
ra saved by the resurrection alone, he makes 
ilvatioD a phyaical thing, and contradicts what 
p tajs elsewhere, as we shall see presently; 
[has we tee that by relying^ simply upon the 
p^rrection for salration, he makes salvation a 
lyiical thing*, excludes faith and repentance^ 
id so contradicts himself ; nay, he converts the- 
pMpel into a mere physical engine, and man into a 
tiioe of passive machinery. These are some of 
ke absurdities attendant upon this position: 

But our Essayist will probably say that men 
n saved by being instructed after the resorrec- 
ID. Be it so. Then let us no longer be told 
lit men are saved by the resurrection. When 
I con tends that they are saved by instruction, 

not only alters the position, but contradicts 
lat be says in other parts of his book. Mr. B.'s 
iBoning on the subject of the resurrection al^ 
iB to show that he contends that the resurrec. 
D actaally saves men. But in opposition to all 
B, we shall now show that he predicates future 
;>pine88 upon instruction, and not upon the re- 
Tection. In his exposition of John xii. 48, be 
ims to rely upon the position that men will be 
trncted after the resurrection. Tis true he 
»s mot declare this in plain words, but he says 
it which necessarily involves it. See p. 23^*— 
X The passage is this; — "The word ttiait \ 
? spoken, the same ihaJI judge him t^lhe ^Vdl" 
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ner] in the last dajr." Mr. B. explains tbU pi,' 
sage (o meaa, that the word or tlie Baly Gba 
will convince, Ibat is, bring (□ Ibe exercise of tn 
faith, alt einDers at the rcaurrectioQ. Ha admi 
tbat but a small part nr maakiad exercisa ft 
faith here, anil to the (fuesttttD, when will lb> 
e»erci8e faith ? He ansivers— "It cannotbe 
an iDtermedjate statu of e^iisteoce, Tor no part 
man exisla after death till the resurrectic 
IIcocc our Lord did not saj — the word thai 
have spoken, ihcsame shall Judge, connince or pi 
tuade you in ao iatcrincdiate stale, but in the It 

Here it will be seen tbat he contends, that 
be saved, llic unbeliever must be cottvittcat, |) 
is, he must receirc a knowlfldgc of Christ and 
gospel, so as to eierciae genuine failb id bii 
and this is to take place at tho resnrrecti. 
Salvation then is rested, not upon the resuir 
tioD, but upon tho supposed fact that at) men * 
than be iostruoted. Now if in»n are saved 
iastrnctioa, as is here mainlaincd, then they i 
Dot saved bj the resurrection, ns he maiDtaiai 
Dtberparts ofhis book; and if thoj areaavcd 
the resurrection, then they are not sarcd bj 
■traction. Hence we soe lliat his positions 
opposed to each other. But let us examioe I 
■ubject a little more cIdmIj. When i* this fa 
of whieh he speaks, to be ex.erciscd f It oao 
be in the intermediate slate, for he B^OuU 
such state. It must (hen be at tke reiurre«tioD. • 
here I Will observe lhal\in>«»t\i6\a 'iw ■ 

oatratinn af Iht rmirreflinn. nr n/lKrVVATCtQ 
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I, Now it is obvious that it cannot be during 
resurrection, for he tells us that it will be 
kuUaneotu. "One moment," he says, "they 
I be silent in the grave, the next, they will 
re put on immortality." The very idea of con- 
ding or persiiading proves it to be a moral ope- 
ion. To convince a man, you • must exhibit 
dence to his mind, and this evidence must be 
y considered and weighed by him before it can 
idace any rational conviction. To talk of con- 
M;ing men in a single instant, is an absurdity^ 
is the same as saying you accomplish an end, 
:hotit those means by which alone the end can 
accomplished. An instant is an indivisible 
mt of time, in yrtiich there can be no succes- 
n of thoughts ; and it is a contradiction in terms, 
say that men can receive evidence, weigh and 
ust it, receive conviction, and exercise true 
th and genuine repentance in an instant of time. 
WRs shown in my Letters, p. 114 — 117, that 
th and repentance were gradual, progressive 
rks, which require a period of time for their 
iomplishment. Besides, it was shown that re- 
liance was a painful work ; consisting in heart- 
; sorrow for sin. Now if it could be proved 
t repentance was exercised in the very act of 
(resurrection, it would confute Mr. B.'s theo- 
which limits all punishment to this world. 
18 we see that it is impossible to exercise faith 
I repentance in the very act of the resurrec- 
1 ; and if it were possible, it would overthrow 
'. 'B.'^s system, 
fr. B, attempts to avoid this coT\c\xiftvoii \i^ 
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sajingf, "Indeed how could men remain 

that Christ is the Messiah, the sent 

Saviour of the world, after being rais 

heholding him in his glorious body, 

fashioned like it ?"— This argument re? 

positions. 1. Our being raised by CI 

he contends must lead every man to hi 

divine mission. But it is obvious at 

that no man can know that he is r 

after he is raised. To say that a man 

is raised, before he is raised, is as al: 

say that a thing exists, and does not 

same time. Now if the fact that men 

by Christ, be convincing proof to ever; 

he is the Messiah, it could not produc< 

miction, till after the fact existed ; so tb 

must be exorcised after the rosurrc' 

sides, what has the simple act of raisin 

the dead to do in convincing a person - 

heard of Christ, that he came into tl 

save sinners, suffered and died on the 

rose on the third day ? A person of th 

tion might find himself brought into 

this alone could never teach him who 

was that brought him into being; mud 

it teach him the toils and sufferings o 

in this world, the miracles be wrough 

doctrines he inculcated. We might as 

tend that a person totally unacqua 

electricity, was made perfectly acqua 

that mysterious agent, by being insta 

hy a ffasb of lightning ; as that ^ ^ex^o 
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with him and bis doctriues, by being iastantly 
raised from the dead by him. The simple act of 
[^ raiaioip men from the dead, can give them no in- 
^ fQjrmation relative to Christ, his labours and suffer- 
t| iiigB, his doctrines and requirements. If they had 
^4 Mrer heard of him before, they would need some 
farther instruction. Though our author contends 
tibt raising men from the dead will convince them 
ofChrist's divine mission, Sto, he confesses him- 
self that this is not sufficient. He holds and just- 
ly that Christ will raise men from the dead, but 
he says, <*It was not Christ's work to convince or- 
permade the world, for this was the work of the 
fl(dy Spirit." Now if this conviction had been 
wrought by the resurrection, it would hare been 
wrought by Christ, but as he contends that it is 
wrought by the Holy Spirit, it follows that it is 
not produced by the resurrection. 

% But the argument we have been examining 
ii based on another circumstance, viz. Seeing 
Christ's glorious body, and being fashioned like it. 
But this is nothing to his purpose. For it is man- 
i^Bsttbat men could not see Christ's glorious body, 
Dor view themselves in his image, till after the 
Correction ; consequently if this should prove 
fully convincing, this conviction would be wrought 
in a future state. Thus we see that his whole 
ligament is entirely against him. For instead 
of proving that men will be convinced by, and 
daring the act of being raised, it goes to show 
that sinners must be convicted and convinced 
stter the resurrectioa. This proves tbatl\iey we 
falsed uDJast sad uDbelieviDffy and that \.\ie^' tft^^ 



tence by the case of Saul. «Wli 
be, "saw Christ's glorified body 
Damasoas, and was told by Je' 
persecuting hin,, he was instantam 

we shall see hereafter. It is plai, 

analogy between this state and th 

' p'" '»« fonWnced there, because £ 

From th,B it will be seen that thoug 

analogy in full, he is as fond of pri 

his service as others, and compla 

her weapons wound himself. But 1 

the case of SauJ. Was he ineta. 

from a cruel persecutor to aconfim 

^as all this effected without any pa 

By no means. If we turn to Acts 

account h recorded, we shall see ^ 

there told that when the light shone 
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(his assurance gire him relief; for the account 
says, that "he trembling and astonished, said, 
Lon], what will thou have me to do ?*' This shows 
his anxiety and grief at that time. Neither did 
the Lord relieye his mind, hut said to him, <<Arise, 
aod go into the city, and it shall be told thee 
what thou must do." According^Iy Saul went into 
the city, and was there three days and three' nights, 
hlind and fasting. This case is directly against 
Mr.B. Though he says Saul was instantly subdu- 
ed, we find{the contraryjto be the fact. Instead 
3f being instantly changed, we have seen that he 
Srrtfell to the earth, then heard the voice, then 
cquired from whence it came, was told that 
t was Jesus whom he persecuted, then trem- 
blingly inquired what he should do, and after 
il this was kept in suspense three days and three 
igb(i. Neither does it appear that he was so 
hanged as to enjoy happiness during this time, 
lie first sight filled him with terror, so^ that he 
)n to the earth ; after this he was filled with 
Diazement ^nd\^trembling^ and in fact,^for three 
ays and three nights, he was so exercised in body 
d4 mind that he could neither see, nor take food, 
iiis, according to Mr. B. is a just representation 
r what will take place at the resurrection. Men 
ill then be convinced and converted suddenly, 
i Saul was ! 

Now according to his own representation, sin- 
3rs at the resurrection may remain in anxiety 
id g7>ief three days ! What then becomes of his 
miied position, that men cannot suffer in aii *\m- 
irUlatttte? Jf an itpmortal bcinc can &vi^«iT 
4* 



.ors orUiree ceo 
,ee dajs, >- >-> ^l^^^^t/ w U Bot prevent 

»»«' ^^, ^f „ne be tr"**' " But notwitbsta 

. «i reasoDiOg' J" uiprt. or too ii 
physical rea» ^^ 8ub)ecii 

jeMoning- *'' reasons, the more 
«ore e«aot a »»«; ^„ «ake dtstrn. 

there is «° "^f f trm;o»nd things tor 
I, faUacions to compo ^^ 

'jredi.tinctandougU^.^„,.,,,i, 

if the reasoning ^ „ the ft 
ground tbat ;t « t ^ ^^^^ i.ee 

Me «P°» *X^f recourse to so m 
T'^'^'^tarU cannot bo justly « 
bindings, bat .^^ ^^^^^,,. 

ollowias " " 
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3 this brief view of the subject, we have 
•me of the difficulties attending Mr. B.\ 
We have seen that salvation on his plan 
s in being* delivered from sin, and its conse' 
IS in this state, the very thing which a great 
' mankind ezperietce ; nay, that the whole 
except a few who practically embrace the 
remain in sin, and experience all the pun- 
ts which were ever threatened, and so are 
ed at all. He objects to my views, because 
nks that they exclude forgiveness, p. 308 ; 
he contends that all the punishment sin de- 
is confined to this state ; and as he admits 
le greater part of mankind are not deliver- 
m sin before death, it follows that they re- 
\\\ the punishment they deserve, and so arc 
without forgiveness. We have further seen 
men are saved by the resurrection, as he con- 
it one time, they cannot be saved by divine in- 
on, as he contends at another, and viceversa ; 
they are saved by the resurrection, salva- 
of a jphysical, and not of a moral nature ; 
litb and repentance are excluded, the gospel 
irertcd into a mere physical engine, and man 
mere machine ; in a word, that this view of 
bn is opposed to the plainest principles of 
tion, and many parts of Mr. B.'s book. We 
urthcr seen that to avoid these difficulties, 
involved himself in greater; and that after 
labours to the contrary, he has advanced 
pies which sap the foundation of his system, 
•tablish a future retribution. This is the 
(1 we hsfve under examination— ^thc sys- 



_te(n Mr. B- woald palm upon the woric! 

'pel of ChrJBt 1 We might with ssfel} 
Bobject here, Tor it is evident that a s 
nbsurd and coDtradiotorj caoDot be 
Bill iotendiog to do full justice to the 
■hall QOtice the priocipal arg'umenlt hi 
ced ID support of big sy item. 
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RUI«ES OF INTERFRETATIOM. 



In the first place it will be important to adopt 
kjmt rules of interpretation in order rightly to un- 
ientand the scriptures. Mr. B. very justly sajfi, 
htloq. p. 47, "Until rational and soriptural roles 
if interpretation are adopted, it isriiai :yatfi #e at- 
tempt correctly to understand tlMlHUe^'-or that 
people shall be agreed aboat what it t«\^al9i if 
nea will only exercise the same rationality add 
common sense in interpreting the bible, that they 
do in understanding human writings, the diy^ersi- 
tj of opinion in the religious world would greatly 
dtcrease." This remarkis worthy of consideration^ 
ud we intend to give it the attention- it desenres. 
Mr. B. has two rules of interpretation to which 
1)6 is in a great measure indebted for his whole 
iystem ; and although these rules are somewhat 
o|qposed to each other, he adopts first one and then 
tke other, as his cause seems to require. One 
fnle is, that of determining the meaning of a word 
V its elymologyy tl^e other by scripture usage, 
Now though these rules may be valuable, when 
used with temperance, they are extremely defec- 
tive, when strictly adhered to, and used in their 
greatest latitude. In his first Inquiry he lays 
great stress upon the primitive meaning of the 
words he there labours to define. 

We will offer a few remarks upon this rule 
of interpretation, with a design to iVvjii? \Xs \!ia\.wx^ 
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and application, :ind also to show what w 
ought to be attached to it. It will be readil 

* raitted ^hat the scriptures were written in b 
language. Now it is well known that laof 
grew out of circumstances, and was desigii 
Gxjiress our ideas of things about us — of th« 
tions, passions, feelings, situations and conJi 
•f men in this world; and it must also be ob 
at first view, that a revelation in such a lan^ 
must, in many instances, give new meaning 
words. If revelation teaches any thing which 
did not kno^iv: befor-e, as it must* to be a re 
tioD, and teaches it in language which was de 
ed to apply to other subjects, the terms in th 
velatioQ must, in some cases, be used in a i 
difieren&^from their primitive meanings. Ourt 
are used by us to express the names and ac 
of things with which we are acquainted, and 
velatioD teaches any thing new, and teaches 
our language, the terms being applied to a 
and different subject^ must, in some cases, 
a new and different meaning. I can ilius 
this principle from Mr. U.'s own works. He 
in the language of Dr. Campbell, p. 175, 
word anadasis is indeed the common ten 
which the returrectiorit properly so called, i 
nominated in the New Testament. Yet Xh 
neither tlie only nor the primilive import oi 
word anastasis; it denotes simply being r 

from inactivity to action, or from ohscurii 
eminence, or a return to such a state afte 
interruption." 
From this qnotatioi^ it will be seen tha 
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term anaslasis, which is almost unireraally "8e<l 
. in the New Testament to express a literal resur- 
. .". Section, did uot originally and primitively conv«y 
]^"'. wich an idea, but simply denoted beiop raised from 
ioactirity to action, or from tfbscurity to eminence. 
^ amoni^ other passages, Matt. xxii. 23, 28, 30* 
3|, Mark xii. 18, 23, Luke xiv. 14, xx. 27, 33, 35> 
^ John xi. 24, 25, Acts i. 22, ii. 31, iv. 2, 33, 
^fii. 18, xxiii. €, xxi?. 15, 21, Rom. i. 4; vi. 5, 
1 Cor. XV. 12, 13, 21, 42, and 1 Pet. i. 3, where 
this term is employed to denote a literal resurrec- 
tion, as Mr. B. will acknowledge, 
^"^ow as the doctrine of a literal resurrection 
'^ ^as something new, there was no term in the lan- 
Q., rwffc to express it, so the sacred writers were 
J under the necessity of asing- a term which primi- 
yjk *>»ely had another signification. This shows that 
jil ^^ primitive meaning of a term cannot determine 
j J iU sense, especially in the scriptures. The prim- 
efil ^^^^ '"^ot of a word is still more frequently at war 
ik-.| **^ ^^^ scriptural meaning. Human language 
£u| **« designed to express our ideas of things rela, 
315 1 ting to this world, and when the sacred writers 
:Lc| Ireat upon things in a futafe state, or upon things 
hTl ^fore unknown, they are compelled to use words 
ic\ different from their primitive meaning. This 
h\ most be the case more especially on Mr. B.'s plan 
■il which admits no analogy between this world ani 
-\ the future. And yel he contends that such mus 
• I be the scripture sense of a term, because such if 
its primitive meaning. Ho says, 1st Inq. p 68 
I * Since neither Shrol nor Hades nor even th( 
[ word hell, in rngUsh, originnUy siirnifie.l a |il:ic< 



iSLD^ terms aside from their original meaiu^i 
9hen they revealed things which were nnknoUft 
}efore. This we have seen exemplified in the 
jase of the resurrection, where every person will 
lUow that the term is used in a sense di£fercDt 
from its primitive signification. 

The word heaven, which occurs frequently iii 
the scriptures to denote a state of happiness, does» 
icaording to some critics, signify pr^Uively the 
boundary of things above, and according to othen, 
\oJlov) or vibrate. See Parkhurst and Ewing on 
the word ouranos, heaven. These scripture ex- 
amples show that Mr. B.'s favourite rule of inter- 
pretation is deceptive. According to his reason- 
ing in a great part of his writings, Aeaven cannot be 
a state of happiness, because this word originaily 
and primitively did not convey such an idea. Nei- 
her is a literal resurrection taught in the scrip- 



ua Ibc iiaiDGe oC periotis a.nd places were ex- 
ssive uf some uircumslaoco rcipecting tliem. 
iia Jucub liigfnified originally one that iuppfan'^i 
un<ferMinei ; and Mosci, laken out oJllUviaUr. 
t wLu ib iicdanC unougb lo maintain that 
ise names are now used witli sirict reference 
llieir primitive meanings? To show I bo fallacy 
tbe rule before iih, we wilt buppose a case, 
niil it to lie Ibis; A question arise*, of wbat 
te rials iii (Le paper on wbich I tii'itc,compo&ed p 
c H ill hetilc lliis dispute by llie ilyviology of 
i word jiaper. Tbis <totd caineK from the 
:) plian Papyru), a kind uf bulroali un the inner 
rk uf whicb llii! ancients used (o write. la 
ia m;inncr wc should prove tbat onr paper wan 
ide of the bark uf an E^ptian rush. Or if Ibe 
DtroTCrsy war, what it the Mgnification of ibe 
ird Bibk with ua ; we could trace the word 
blc through the Greek Biblot to the same Pap;- 
i. In this learned way, we sbould prove that 
:: ward Bible with us, instead of denoting a di- 
le rccelation, only meant the hark of a tree > 
the examples before us, every persoo may see 
> fallacy of Mr. B's favourite rule. Oiir reason- 
r above is founded on prcci&ety the Eaine priil- 
>le :le a great part of his reasoning, and it is as 

But perhaps Mr. B. may bs ready to bay that 
relloB upon tcyipCurt vmge more than upon llm 

jmoloRj of words. We admit that ho relies up- 
tbis rule, and we have jiisl teen Ihat he relies 

« upon the other. Hut we will make thin pas^ 



unnecessary to quote a passage to j 
relies much upon scripture usage. 
174, 237, 273, 280, and many othei 
introduced. But what is this script 
which he makes so much account 
counting the number of times a word 
scriptures, and i£ it can be shown tt 
in a certain sense in a majority of ic 
concluded that it must always ha? 
For instance, a word occurs twenty t 
times it ie used literally, hence in tl 
instances, it must be used literally, 
.<;ontext or subject admit it or not. 
illy determining tmthby vote! And 
be no majority, there could be i 
Now against this rule of interpretat 
many objections, among which are tl 
1* This rule, as well as the other 
entirely overlooks the context. It is 
by every person of reflection, that te 
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mewhat different vrlieD applied (o difllareiit 
1, Th« word uyinitc, for ioitance, ffhM 
to God, n]\]Btbe nodentood in one wnia, 
len applied to mao, in another. Bat Mr. 
riptore usage leti all tbeae principlet at 
e. Accordiof to that rule, tlic tul^ject 
.text, and icope of the writer, bar; notbing 
JLh the subject, and conieqaeallj tlier« ii 
roprielj in dUeecling a pa^aaga and mutl* 
Ibe sacred Gcripturei. 

' scripture usage must alwajs detenniae 
lEe of terms, tlien do wnler can adronca 
,ag <nbich bai not been tang'bt beAire. If 
empts to adTance any new doctrine, be 
either use langfuage wbicb bat not baan 
efore, and to not be uoderstood, or be muit 
Dguage which other scriptore writen bad 
ise tiC, and then scripture usage wonid ex- 
is uew doclrine away. On this principl* 
ire, the firet scripture writer mutt Bdvano* 
t can be taugbt. Tbia rule strictly adher- 
iTould destraj the New Testament and tbe 
xcept the writings of Moses. Admit tbia 
' interprelatien, aud bow could the apM- 
f our blessed Lord, nay, bow could Jeiu* 
t teach any tiling which was not found 
Old Testauient? If they designed to teach 
:w doctrioe, (hoy must use some words, at 
which were used in the Jewish scriptures, 
a rule before us would make tbeir lan- 
wnvey no other idea than wai taught in 
7'eitamenL This result would be doiiblf 
» rha nlan oTBit annoaant. who eontand* 



a I uic I? iiut <iiisi«iii tiXf iiiiL lit liiu ^(iiiii: iiii-^ 

jht to have Eomc bearinp: in lU'tcnninincr (ho 
aninp^ ni' tcrmh nud |;hraF<:8. li'.- <.'"C"t«* riil of 
JSt*. (lifiVciiMic- : OMt lu; i!ivni->< > 1 irn-cif iri 
other. Iltj reduces this ni'.c s" In.v thwt it wi!l 
t answer tlie purpose for which he uses it. 
, if he exalts this rule, he involvoK hiinficlf in the 
ficulties mentioned ^ihoro, and if he rcdiiceK it 
its proper level, it will not support the cauf«e 
rests upon it. 

Scripture nsagr, uhcii jinpcrly ^'laiiiicd, and 
Bd with temperance, may be admitted as a just 
\e of interpretation ; but used as it ip by our 
jayist, it is defective in the extreme, as the 
uve remarks abundantly yhrw. Wv arg-tics 
sqiiently that certain terms cannot J'pply to a 
iurc state, because scripture ns.^jre is a^^ainst 
But this is fallacious roa^oninjr. [ will state 
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kecesftariij to tht future state, when I &aj, tlNit 
lot more than one twentieth part of the Bible 
ipplies to the world to come. Multitudes of other 
lassages teach principles which will apply to 
iTery state, to the future as well as to the pr«* 
sent. The aboye is what our author will readily 
ulmit. We will say then that nineteen twentieths 
)f the bible apply to this state, and one twentieth 
to the future. Now what may we naturally 
expect from scripture usage on this subject? 
Why, we may naturally expect that the sarod 
terms will occur nineteen times as often applying 
to this state as to the future ; and for this good 
reason, the sacred writers say nineteen times as 
much about the things of this world as about the 
things of the next. Take the term condemnatioi^ 
or judgment, and a believer in a future retribn- 
lion might naturally expect that it would apply 
to this state much more frequently than to the 
future ; because there are many more passages 
irhich speak of misery here than hereafter. 

In the New Testament there is nineteen times 
IS much said of Christ as of John the Baptist, 
for instance. Now what might we naturally 
ixpect from scripture usage on this subject ? We 
night expect that the same terms would be 
ipplied much oftener to Christ than to John. 
The very nature of the case requires this. Now 
the same may be said of those passages which 
ipply to a future state. Scripture usage may be 
igainst them in Mr. B.'s seme of the phrase, that 
s, the terms used in those passages may apply 
o the pregeat state, more frecyiveiiW^ >^'axv\a V^ 
5* 



be applied to this state also, aod m( 
too than to the future. If Mr. B. < 
must admit that the scriptures do 
Joha the Baptist, because thoy sp< 
quently of Christ; and in fact, that 
of being is not taught in the script 
Perhaps the reader may think ti 
•ign to our subject. But it is not. U 
just rules ofinterpretatioD, we cam 
truth. Mr. B. docs not seem to ti 
upon this subject ; but adopts any r 
answer his purpose at the time, wil 
ing to show that the rule is well foi 
are uuder the necessity of foliowin: 
&U his windings. We have now a 
main rules of interpretation, and ha 
extremely defectiFO. We have se 
involve the grossest absurdities, a 
calculated, when used to the ex 
uses them, to subserve the cause of s 
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Isc and deceptive. As his edifice is defective, 
ad its foundation sandy, it must fall of course, if 
id to itself. But lest he and his friends should 
>reteud that his book is unanswered and unan- 
werable, I will notice his principal arguments. 



njan has no immortal soul ; that the 
dies at the death of the body, so that I 
existence between death and the re 
We will now take a brief view of his 
in support of his position. He tells us, 
that the dead, whether good or bad, 
go to their/others, or sleep with tfteirfa 
what does this prove ? The very idea < 
them, supposes that they were soroewh« 
w itself shows that they Were not out 
cnce. He tells us on the same pages, 
to their fathers, means nothing tnore t 
to Sheol or Hades. But does it fallow 
lias no existence, because he goes io H 
state of the dead— a state in which the 
experienced pain, and Lazarus happin 
that sees force in this reasoning, must h 
penetration. He attempts to prove his 
P- 16, by quoting Ps. Ixxxviii. 12, where 
18 called "the land of force tf ulneas." 



pression, that lie; was actually annihilated? Nq 
one will pretend this. And yet this passage as 
clearly proves that David was annihilated whil^ 
lie was alive, as the other passage proves that 
nien are annihilated at death. 

Ag^in, David, addressing the Deity in the very 
psalm in which he calls the grave "the land of 
forge tfulness," says, "I am counted with them that 
go down to the pit; — free among the dead, like 
tl^e s^ain that lie in the grave, ichom thou remem^ 
herest no moreJ*'' Here again we learn by the 
context, that the forgetfulncss was not on thQ 
part of the dead, but on the part of the living. In 
the figurative language of scripttire, the dead are 
said to be forgotten by the all-wise Creator, — 
**Whom thou rememberest no more." Hcnc3 we 
see that nothing can be drawn from the fact, that 
the grave is called "the l*nd of forgetfulncss," 
to favour Mr. B.'s system. Even if this forgct- 
fulness could be shown to relate to the dead them- 
selves, it would not yield him any assistance. For 
then it would signify no more than that they had 
forgotten in the same sense in which they were 
/bilg;otten by God ; which no one will pretend was 
perfect and entire forgetfulncss. On p. 17, he 
quotes Ps. vi. 5, "For in death, there is no re- 
membrance of thee," to prove that the whole mai\ 
becomes extinct at death. But the passage just 
cited proves as clearly that the Deity becomes 
extinct at the death of his creatures, as this pas- 
sago proves that they become extinct at death. 
That declares that God remembers the dead no 
more, and Ihi.'?, that they remenvV.T \\\a\ 'cv^i \wcs\^ 



of this passage is, the dead cann 

*»ving: in praising God, or canm 

the same manner. This very expl 

in Isa. xxxviii. 18, 19, a passage U 

refers as a parallel. The propl 

grave cannot praise thee ; death c 

thee; they that go down to the pit 

tby truth. The living, the living, 

thee as I do this day ; the father 

«haJl make known thy truth." H« 

asserts that the living can praisi 

aead cannot. He then describes t 

can be rendered by the one and no 

And what is this praise, or in wh 

»J8t ? It consists in instruction, i 

the truth to others. "The livjn 

^^ee, as I do this day-the fathers 

•hall make known thy truth." Th 

which the dead cannot offer. Tl 

struct their children «n^ «ik«^ « 
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tluag like it. He tells ut that there would he no 
profit Id his blood, or corporeal system, when it 
was inactive in the grave. We have now exa- 
mined several of his proof texts, and have found 
that they are notbiDg* to his purpose ; nay, that 
the passages themselves taken in their connexion 
confute his interpretations. 

Bat the passage on which Mr. B. seems mostly 
to rely is Ps. cxlvi. 3, 4, "Put not your trust in 
princes, nor in the son of man, in whom there is 
BO heijp. His breath goeth forth, he returneth to 
dearth: in that very day his thoughts perish,*' 
t'i Whenever he feels himself in distress for his fa* 
■w TOerite system, this passage is brought into view. 
in Aibe regards this as his strongest text, we will 
*| jiw it a particular investigation. We have al- 
- nady seen the manner in which the sacred wri- 
^ lers, especially the psalmist, speak of the dead. 
In the figurative language of eastern poetry, they 
are said to be out of the remembrance of God. 
ICow the latitude which Mr. 6. must take to ex- 
plain this language, would easily reconcile the 
pawage before us with the common opinion of an 
intermediate state. I might with safety rest the 
whole subject here, and he would be compelled to 
giro up his argument, or deny the infinite know- 
ledge of the Almighty. 

But, as Mr. B. delights himself in criticisms, 1 
will offer one upon this passage, which will take 
it ont of his hands. The Hebrew word rendered 
ihuvghis in this passage, is ethtonoth, from the 
verb athaihf to thine^ look glossy, Moore^ in hii 
Hebreir LexiooUf defines eshtonoiK^ co^^toXvM> 



ly signifies splendors, or projects. Tliis ag 

the root of this term, which signifies to t 

brilliant, which would apply well to p 

schemes, but with no propriety to tkoi 

this manner it seems to have been und( 

the Seventy, who render the Hebrew est 

the Greek dialogismoi, which Schlcusn( 

cogitationts magnificoe, that is, magnijict 

or designs. Mr. M'Ray in his translat 

Bible, published at Glasgow, A. D. 181 

the clause, -his projects perish." 

translation reads, "all his projects sbal 

The Chaldee paraplirase renders^ it ma 

The Syriac version has it purpose. Ga 

ders it projects, and Shultens, splendid 

or outward pomp. See also remarks nj 

ley by Mr. Ormcrod of Christ College. 

Here we have duthorities which y 

controverted, that the term ought to 

rendered, projects, schemes, or splendo 



""om some dutv whioi, <k 

^^0 all kaov, that if *^ '" •' 

"'"ens i„ TcoreLT """" '^'•' "' 

*» P"t far from u, the f^w? " 

precise., the same pXX'rt^- ^ 
"■»' Princely m^HrnEen^'^ ," "" 

''an oppose the pa«a« l!fo " f"" 
death w» ?**' P^^ew do n 

expectation .hki/Ji.^^^^'S^^"'' 

passages asserts, and tL .1^^ °" 
plies. th«f .K. .:.' '"." *'•« "ther as « 



*"^*"' tw«r" No*"'^ TJ!n lo quote 
. not any thing- -^400 than to h 

" » '^i^oi s?k~- t;r-«' 

«,„K.reha*cA«y»,rctoP- * *' ^1 t^ dead 

,efMt 14. "' V. t-iu u« that he « jinverw 

*»'»»«• '^ u JlhSe already «f ^'„ our E.say- 
**• 'f Ubetwrtha«adeaijf^^,,„ ,V.at a 

^^^f^W iS »ot «^^*'''*1^ after death, 
i,t, 1 think. w*» rt ^^^'^The mw'''"*^ 

<*«»**? -^tot alVnnB'i°6,"'""r„ be. So 

able in tb^* »^^ ttie ^ "'^ "wheoi.e .aj. 
^ P«C«7J" to thi. world. ^N*" j4^„tt, 

y thing. P«rt«m«« *;^^ .„, thing,' be v^^O 

1 .^ «e^ ^„- nothing r«^**^r«*\.'? 'J^'^^ 



passage icseii. we Qsife uow exauiiu 
frincipal texts in support of hU s 
ind that tliej are nothing^ to his pu 
we have seen that in almost crery ir 
passage itself taken in its connexion, 
expositions. Surely his cause must b 
to rest it upon texts which relate enijj 
other subject. 

But Mr. B. thinks that the sacred ^ 
they believe i in the souPs immort: 
not have used such language as they 1 
the fact is, those among us who be 
immortality of the soul, are in the co 
of using language as strong as any 
found in the scriptures. We not onlj 
dead, that they have fallen asleep^ I 
art gone, have mingltd wUk tJie dud^ 
are no more^ &c. Now this is Commc 
with those who believe in the immor 
soul, and in a separate state ; and y 
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labours to show Ibat they were in the habit of 
applying the 6troDge«t terms and phrases to the 
dead ; such as, 

'*Qace dead wd litent in the graye, 
Stns$kM renwin"; one rest they keep. 
t>Be iwngt iUmalt unaioakttCd aitep** 

** We sleep in ^vtrlMting night ** 

**An iron tUep o'erwhekns his iwimraing sight. 
And his eyes close in tvtrhuting nighty 

This, he informs ns, is the language of the hea- 
then relative to the dead. And still tbcj believ- 
ed in the sonl-s immortality. Now as the hea- 
then, who believed in the immortality of the soul, 
used sach strong language, we may conclude 
that this was the common language of the day ,* 
and as the scriptures were written about the 
same time, it is oataral to expect that they would 
use similar language ; and the latter can be re- 
conciled with the «ours immortality as easily as 
the former. 

Mr. B. thtnlps that I Cor. xv. 18, 29, 30, 82, is 
conclusive in proof of his views. He says, pp. 
]60, 161, ^These words are irreconcileabic with 
the belief of. the soul's existence in an interme- 
diate state." One remark will show that these 
ficripturee are nothing to his purpose ; being per- 
fectly recoaeUeable with the common opinion 
relative to the ironuirtality of the soul, and a 
separate state. Paul, in the first part of this 
chapter, was treating upon Christ's resuri-ectioo, 
and from this he lofeired iVv^ \t.vxxT^j^LN:vss^ ^ 



aot believe a propositioa attested m i 
iner, yoa ought to reject all eyideoce, 
e up all belief. Ifsucb a cloud of witne! 
lot command your credence, you may ^ 
ome skeptics. Or, to qse his own langui 
which Mr. B. relics, — "If Christ be not ri 
n is our preaching (that is, all our preach 
in the doctrine of a future life in any fc 
n, and your faith is also vain. Then they 
ich have fallen asicep in Christ are perish 
om the whole scope of the subject; it app 
it the apostle^s argument was what I have 
jsentcd, viz. If Christ^s resurrection, attestc 
many witnesses, can be rejected, wc may 
• onr belief of a future life in any form. ' 
;w of the subject takes the passage out of 
thor's hands, and leaves him not a solitary 
support his structure. 
We have now examined all of Mr. B.'s pos 
idence in favour of his views of an interme 



anj sooner bj djiny than by living 
ly there could be no oppotitloa bet 
desires. He coiiid accompljab beth 
«anie tiine--could do that which vra 
bis bi^chren, and be with Christ jiu 
though be died that instant. On ^ 
the apostle's strait was merely im 
dilemma was only a vagary of his 
Thus it will be seen that we mult 
notion here oppobed, or accuse the 
disordered mind. 

And what adds to the strength of oi 

", it requires no laboured comment 

strength appear. Our interpretation 

natural and easy that can be giyec 

i'aul was writing to those who belie 

soul's immortality, and in a separate 

io them of course it would contain th 

press proof of those doctrines. Kow 

ai>ostle as a faithful teacher, or eren » 
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with Chritt, if he went into a state of uoconscious- 
Mist. Bat waB Christ in R state of oDConscious- 
mt ? No one will pretend this. How then could 
the tpostle be with him bj going to sach a state ? 
This is a difficulty for Mr. B. to solve. Besides, on 
kii plan, man becomes extinct at death. He is 
completely and totally annihilated till the resur- 
reotion-*is mere nothing-, a pore non-entity. And 
to lay that a non-entity is with Christ, or any 
where else, is to use words without meanin^^ 
Moreover his zeal for his favourite notion has en- 
dtDg^ercd his whole system. Paul says, in this 
paotage, to die is gain ; is far better than to live. 
Bot how could it be far better, on his system, to^ 
^ annihilated, than to remain in the flesh ? This 
•l»jection Mr. B. anticipates, and attempts to an- 
swer by telling us, pp. 57, 58, that it is a blessing^ 
to a grood man to die and escape the troubles of 
tkis world. Now this concession contains a prin- 
(iiple destmclive to his main doctrine. He main- 
tains, and is required by his system to maintain, 
that a full, just, and equitable retribution takes 
place in this world ; that happiness always keeps 
ptce with virtue, and misery with vice ; so that 
th(i more virtnous a man is, the more happy he 
is. This his system requires, and if this principle 
i« jiven up, bis system will fall. In my Letters* 
I laboured to show that cases sometimes occurred, 
in which a g^ood man suffSsrcd more in this world 
fbm a sinner. This position he attacks Tvith his 
nsnal mildness, and says, **Cart loads of rnch rea- 
soDiD^ could never determine the <\\\e%V.\<iTi^t \»k>\^- 
nwwiioiedrire it calculated to\«vr^VWv«a^^«»» 



other good men, is so great that it is /« 

for them to be annihilated than to remaii 

Now he may embrace either horn of the di 

If he says men do not receive an equitabl 

bulion here, he must either deny the plaii 

lure doctrine of a just retribution, or adn 

a retribution is extended into a future 

ThiJs, to admit that .men are not justly ai 

recompensed here, is virtually reDounc 

main doctrine. But to avoid this, let him 

all men are duly punished and rewarded 

world Then the more virtuous a man 

more happy he is; then Paul, being far n 

tuous than vicious, must have been far m 

py than miserable ; and hence it could i 

been far belUr, but must have been far \ 

him to go into unconsciousness than to 

the flesh. Thus we see that if be U 

ground, he gives up his doctrine of no fui 

:ci.m«nt. and if he takes the other, he ri 



RKPLY. 65 

1—9. "For we know that if our earthly house of 
this tabernacle were dissolved, we have a build- 
ing of God, a house not made with hands, eternal 
in the heavens. For in this we groan, earnestly 
desiring to be clothed upon with our house which 
is from heaven. If so be that being clothed, we 
shall not be found naked. For we that are in 
this tabernacle do groan, being burdened ; not for 
that we would be unclothed, but clothed upon, 
^at mortality might be swallowed up of life. 
Now he that hath wrought for us the self-same 
thing is God, who also hath given unto us the ear- 
nest of the Spirit. Therefore we are always 
confident, knowing that while we arc at home in 
the body, we are absent from the Lord. (For 
we walk by faith and not by sight.) We are 
confident, I say, and willing rather to be absent 
from the body and to be present with the Lord." 
The first idea that presents itself in reading 
this passage is, that there is something in man 
not dependent upon the body. Paul calls the 
l)ody a house or tabernacle. This figure is per- 
fectly intelligible to every person. We dwell in 
houses. But no sane person ever thought from 
this circumstance, that we are nothing but a 
property of the house; so that we must decay 
and perish with it. According to the notion I am 
opposing, the soul or mind of man is a mere property 
of the body; so that the soul can no more exist 
without the body, than heat can exist without 
caioriCy whose property heat is. But the apostle 
explodes this fanciful idea. Hg t^\>\^'?.^\A.'^ n^^ 
b&dy as a mere dwelling or tenemtixl <^^ >>\^ 'fe^^ 

7 



pothesis. For we cannot admi 
without charging the apostle ^ 
calculated to deceive. 

Now what seems to grow 
the language we have alreadj 
taught in the followiug verses 
"while we are at home in the 
from the Lord. We are wi 
absent from the body, and 
Lord." Here Paul speaks 
from the body and present wit 
teaches that men may be absen 
still have a conscious existenc 
who was in a conscious state, 
this case. Let Mr. B. produ 
asserts that men cannot be v 
embodied state, as plainly as 
that they can, and then he v 
thing to support his views moi 
«!. nan An The Dassace befoi 
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tbem in it. This passage not oolj teaches as 
dmt itien may and do exist separate from the bo- 
dy, bat it represents it as takings place immediaU- 
hj at death. 

We will BOW notice Mr. B.'s exposition of the 
passage. See pp 201—205. He applies it to the 
resurrection. What he says upon this text is 
extremely rague and indefinite. He says, '4t is 
Tery evident that Paul did not expect to be 
clothed upon with his house from heaven, until 
mortality was swallowed up of life." He then 
labours to show that this will not take place till 
the general resurrection. But the apostle repre- 
sents it as taking place whenever the earthly 
bouse is dissolved. His words are — ^*We know 
that if this earthly house of our tabernacle were 
dissolved, We havt a house from heaven." Here 
Pteul represents this heavenly house as being pot 
tn when this earthly house is destroyed. But 
Mr. B. thinks it would be absurd to say mortality 
was swallowed up of life, when this body is 
destroyed. But where is the absurdity .' If the 
soul exists in an intermediate state as the apostle 
teaches us in this very passage, is not mortality 
swallowed upof life, with each person at his death, 
when he puts off the mortal body ? If the soul is 
immortal, mortality is swallowed up of life when- 
ever the inortal body is dissolved. The difficulty 
therefore is only one of Mr B.'s own creation* 
Mr. B. will probably say that this is contending 
for an immediate resurrection. This is a mistake. 
Tiie passage before us does not ^^e^k o^ ^ x^'axix- 
^ectioD from the grave. The ^cn^Xvixe^ V^'as^^^'^^ 
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i^ParkLurst sajs the word paradise may be deri- 
ved from the Heb. perez, to teparatc, and Arab. 
de^y to hidcy as denotiag a iecret enclosure, orsepa- 
raie covert^^ p. 52. Now when a maa sets himself 
up as a teacher of others, and supports his views by 
criticisms which only a small part of his readers 
can understand, he ought to state the subject cor- 
rectly ; and not make garbled quotations from his 
authorities, and so impose upon his readers. This 
plain rule, we fear Mr. B. has not always been 
careful to observe. In the case before us he 
^tes Parkhurst as deriving the word, paradise, 
from words which signify a secret enclosure; by 
this he would lead his readers to believe, that in 
the passage before us Parkhurst would represent 
our Saviour as saying that the thief should be with 
him in a secret place. But what will the honest 
reader think, when he is told that Parkhurst fur- 
ther says, ^''Parcideisos (paradise) is in the New 
Testament applied to the state nffqiithful souls be- 
tween death and the resurrection,^^ and then refers 
to the passage before us in protsf of it ? And 
further he says, "And it may perhaps be wortj) 
observing that the Jews likewise use paradise fo;- 
theintermediate state of holy departed souls." All this 
is found on the same page from which Mr. B. 
quoted ; and it seems proper to ask, why did he 
give this partial view of Parkhurst's informntion 
on this subject ? The reason is obvious, he found 
that Parkhurst would explode his exposition. Out 
author makes the passagfp. mean that the thiei 
should be with Christ in the state of the dead ! 
But this makes singular «;cnsc of the pn^sag-e. The 
thipf in true pmitcncf' calh ':pon Christ, an*J 
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Now it 80 happens thai out o 
which make the links of this foi 
al chain, the ^r«< alone is uni 
distarbed by no exceptions; 
links are sometimes rijjht, and 
•nd the last is a mere assertio 
ported by proof. 

"The universal history of mai 
enoe, and the testimony of otht 
tt&nces that clearly prove tha 
w^hich intervene between the £ 
are as often false as they are tr 
more than we want; for I must 
attention to this particular ci 
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Ing two distincl orders of men, and that there 
le law of existence for one deficriptioo, and a 
>nd for the other. If we pursue the analogy 
urther than history, experience and observa- 

warrant, and this is the only logical mode of 
luing it, we are then forced upon the absurd]- 
nentioned above. For the only analogical 
n which the facts authorize us to form, is as 
iws : The mind is infantile with the body, it 
ometimes manly in the adult, sometimes sick 
debilitated by dise^Lse, sometimes enfeebled in 
decline of life, sometimes doting; in decrepi- 
, and sometimes annihilated by death ! 
3ut if the mind be only sometimes annihilated 

the body, it must sometimes survive it; but 
rgument that would make one class of men 
:al and another immortal, by proving too 
3, proves nothing, and must fall by its own 
rdity. 

Another great source of error in this most 
rtant of all questions, is the mistaking of a 
ig but unexplicable connexion, for an insep- 
le identity. But, in the first place, I should 
Dly conceive that it is quite as unphilosophi* 
o say that a lump of brain thinks, as that an 
tees ; the one indeed ministers to thought, as 
»ther to vision; for the eye, though it be ne- 
iry and subservient to vision, can, strictly 
iing, no more be said to see than a micro* 
3 or a telescope. It is indeed a finer instru- 
; than either, but still an instrument, and 
3le of being assisted by both. This observa- 
will apply to all other senses^ bat I have se- 
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ire (hen we hare inslaDces of mind acting' 
natter, and I by no means afSrm that mat- 
es not act upon mind ; for to those who ad« 
) the intimate connexion between body and 
these reciprocities of action are easily re- 
sable ; but this will be an insuperable diffi. 
to those who affirm the identity of mind and 
which however is not for us, but for those 
laintain this doctrine, to overcome. But if 
be indeed so inseparably identified with 
r, that the dissolution of the one must neces. 
involve the destruction of the other, how 
it to pass that we so often see the body sur- 
16 mind in one man, and the mind survive 
dy in another ? Why do they not agree to 
fether? How happened it that the body of 
became for so many years the living tomb 
mind ; and, as in some cases of paralysis, 
re we to account for the phenomena of the 
'educed to the most deplorable and helpless 
y, without any corresponding weakness or 
ition of the mind ? Again, if the mind be 
I not the tenant of the corporeal dwelling, 
I absolute and component part of like dwell- 
self, where does the mysterious bnt tangible 
ium of this temple reside ? Where are we 
to find it, since if material, why can it not 
:, handled, and seen ? But she resides, wo 
formed, in the inmost recesses of her sen- 
I, the brain; a mere assertion that can 
be proved ; for if she doth enlighten this 
litadel, it is with a ray lik6 that of those 
hral lamps, which the instant we discovor, 
8 
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*'We contend for a strong^ but ioexplicable 
connexion between body and mind ; and upon this 
principle all the sympathies of mutual pleasure 
and of pain, and all the reciprocities of rest and 
of action, are both natural and intellibible. But 
those who adFOcate the identity of body and mind^ 
will find that they hare embraced a theory sur- 
rounded by facta that oppose it at every point- 
facts which their system will neither enable them 
to explain, nor their experience to deny. For 
does not every passion of the mind act directly 
and primarily upon the body; with g^reater or 
leaser influence, in proportion to their force? 
Does not activity belong on this occasion to the 
mind, and mere passiveness to the body ? Does 
not the quickened circulation follovo the anger, 
the start the surprise, and the swoon the sorrow ? 
Do not these instances, and a thousand others^ 
clearly convince us that priority of action here 
belongs to the mind, and not to the body ?; and 
those who deny this are reduced to the ridi- 
calouB absurdity of attempting to prove that a 
man is frightened because he runs away, and not 
that he runs away because he is frightened, and 
that the motion produces the terror, not the ter- 
ror the motion ; a kind of logic this, that ^woaUL 
become a Falstaff much better than a philosopher. 

"In a former part of this argument, I have ad- 
mitted that the proposition that the mind is in- 
fantile with the body, is a general role, disturbed' 
by Qo exceptions. But this truism, I presume, 
will perform but little, either for the materialist, 
or against him, because the terms are converts 
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tttch a supposition startled «76n the boldest of 
skeptics^ because he happened also to be the 
most acute ; I shall therefore quote a passage 
from Mr. Hume, who will be allowed bj materi- 
alists at least, to be an (orthodox authoritj. 
*^ere is one argument," sajs he, ^conmionly 
employed for the immateriality of the soiil which 
teems to be remarkable. Whaterer is extended, 
consists of parts, and whaterer consists of parts, 
is diyisible, if not in reality, at least in imagina- 
tion. Bui U it impossible thai any thing diviiibU 
can be joined to a thought or a perception^ which is 
abeing altogether inseparable and indivisible. For 
Boppoeing such a conjunction, would the indivisi- 
ble thought exist on the right hand, or on the leil 
of this extended diyisible body, on the surface, or 
in the middle, on ihe back or foreside of it ? If it 
be conjoined with the extension, it must exist 
somewhere within its dimensions. If it exist with- 
in its dimensions, it must either exist in one par- 
ticular part, and then that particular part is in- 
diyisible, and the perception is. conjoined only 
with it, not with the extension ; or if the thoughu 
exist in every part, it must also be extended, and 
separable, and divisible, as well as the body; 
which is utterly absurd and contradictory. For 
can any one conceive of a passion a yard in UngOh 
a foot in breadth^ and an inch in thickness ?. 
Thought theirefore, and extension are c^ualitiA% 
vohaUy fncampatibhy and can never iucx^TpoToAA 
'ogr^i/Ur into one subject.^* 

^'Agaia, ai/ mind is couscloui ol Vl* o^'^ ^'* 
ace; but if mind h% matevlaX, m^Uf^x ^^' 



sod if tbeUttar proreithe extiDclion 
foroMr prorea the exttDoUon (pardoD 
aiaD)ofOod. 
On the Eune page be cites Tt.tr. 
. dead praiee not tbe Lord, neither a 
down iolo aileace." Now the evide. 
o( this passage is, the dead caDDot ]( 
liTiog in praiainfr God, or cbddoI p 
the same manner. This verj eiplana 
in hi. sxxviii. IS, 13, a passnge to wli 
refer* ai a parallel. The prophet 
grave cannot praise thee; death cann' 
theeithej that g-o down tothe pit can 
thy truth. The living', the living, he 
thee as I do this day ; Ibe father to 1 
•hall make known thj truth." Here 
asserts that the living can praise G 
dead cannot. He then describes the | 
can be rendered bj the one and not b 
And what is this praise, or in what 
(Ut? It consists in iDatruclion, or 
the truth to others. "The llviog 
thee, as I do this day— the fathers to 
shall make known thy truth." This ' 
which the dead cannot offer. They 
struct their children and others, as 
did. This passage then contains no c 
the dead are not in a stale of couscioi: 
The iaterprelatioQ tve have given i 
by another teit to which he refers. 
■'tVli*t profit is there in my blmid 
down to the pit .'" Doei DBvil^kere 
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it. He tells us that there would be no 
lis blood, or corporeal system, when it 
tive in the grave. We have noir exa- 
veral of his proof texts, and have found 

are nothing to his purpose ; nay, that 
^es themselves taken in their connexion 
is interpretations. 
B passage on which Mr. B. seems mostly 

Ps. cxlvi. 3, 4, "Put not your trust in 
lor in the son of man, in whom there is • 

His breath goetb forth, he returneth to 
: in that very day his thoughts perish." 
ir he feels himself in distress for his fa* 
ystem, this passage is brought into view, 
shards this as his strongest text, we will 

particular investigation. We have al- 
;n the manner in which the sacred wri- 
>ecially the psalmist, speak of the dead, 
furative language of eastern poetry, they 

to be out of the remembrance of God. 

latitude which Mr. 6. must take to ex- 
is language, would easily reconcile the 
before us with the common opinion of an 
liate state. I might with safety rest the 
ibject here, and he would be compelled to 
his argument, or deny the infinite know- 
the Almighty. 

LS Mr. B. delights himself in criticisms, I 
r one upon this passage, which will take 
' his hands. The Hebrew word rendered 

in this passage, is eshtonotK> ^toxn >^v«i 
M, to shine^ look glosiy* lAoote^ Vk^ Vv 
Lexiooo, defines ethtoTlot}^ cosUo*«w 
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spkndida, tbal i>, tplendid Ihougkin, or lojly i 
aginationt. Parkliurst sajs, '-as a N. Turn, pi 
ill regimen, ethtonolh is rendered l^iouvAfi; I 
why not tphndort, gloriet, vvbiuli makes cxcellf 
HODac?" Hero wc bafcUicaiilLorJtyof Moore a 
I'ai-ktiurst, that ihc wui'd rondcreJ IhuuifhU prvp 
ly aigoifiea*yjifiuioi'i,orprojee[i. Tliis agrees w 
llic root of tliis term, utiich bi^nifi^s lo skint, k 
hriltiant, which irould apply ucU to prcjedt, 

■ tchamei, but widi no propriety to tkovyiMii. 
this iDannur it becms lu hate been undor&tood 
Ihc Seventy, ivho render the Hebrew tslhonolh 
(he Grctk diikigismai, vfhi<^h Schleusncr i'cnd< 
MgiialiuHts miig:iifiax, t!,at in, tiiagn-ijircit sUut 
ordeeigin. Mr. M'Ray in bix Iranshilicin of l 
JJiblc, publibhcJat Glasgow, A. 1>. If^lS, rend 
tho clause, 'hia prnjccti perish." Thomsc 
translation reads, •-all hiH project! shall |ieris 
The Clialdee paripliraee i coders il mnrfimitii 
The Syriac vtrajun hat it jiitrpute, Gatakcr r 
tiers it projecU, and Hhultens, splendid proipa 
or oHlaard pomp. See also remarks upon I'rh 
ley by Mr. Oi'incrod of Christ CoUrgc. 

Hero we hare Authorities uhtdi irill not 
controverted, that the term oi[~hl to have b 
Tendered, projecli, tchtmej, or spleadurt, inst 
of tlioaghti. This crilici.sm entirely dastr 
Mr. B.'s ni^ument. Wc n\[ hniiw that the i 
projects or designs of men i>crUh at death, 
does this contain any proof that the snut hai 
existence Ju.nn iutcrmcdi^te iitale? It may 

fcr/inont to cfk, why liaa \ic nul^ ^vttcQXw 
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be a proper statement, if rightly applied ; but 
Qsed as he uses it, it is a mere evasion. <'What 
saith the scriptures ?" What saith the scripturei 
in relation to what ? confining all punishment to 
this world ? No, he will not admit this to be the 
question. He means to have the question, What 
saith the scriptures in relation lo a future retribu' 
Hon? This then is taking the old ground, and is 
liable to the objections stated above. The ground 
he takes is entirely negative. I have not in all his 
writings seen a single attempt io prove that all mea 
are duly and equitably recompensed here. Nay, we 
have already seen that he admits they are noty 
that St. Paul, as virtuous as he was, received ^ar 
more misery than happiness in this state, even 
after he had become converted to Christianity. 
Id this manner he acknowledges that he has not 
iiolitary text which teaches us that men are 
dflly rewarded and punished in this state. And 
yet he boasts of sticking close to the scriptures ! 
Bat this is a mere manceuvre to shield a defective 
system — an artiiice by which alone he can defend 
bis views. 

But he will probably say that the burden of 
proof does not lie with him. Though he has not 
stated and defended the ground he seems dispo- 
sed to assume, I will state the best defence the 
case admits of; for I have no disposition to evade 
any thing he has or can advance. "The advo- 
cates of a future retribution," he would iprobably 
sBjr, ^'rnajr produce their proof texta^ tn^ ^el«^^^ 
tbem by any arguments they pVease^ ^w^A.^* 
'UJing- to show that their argumeii\» «ite\xxv55 
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therefore, a. peculiar propriety in reniodin^ qDen 
that all this splendid magnificeoc* would die 
with its authors. Thus we set that oor exposi- 
tion makes the argument strongs and pertinent, 
while I\Ir. B/s destroys both its force and perti- 
nency. 

But perhaps it may be laid, that it was welt 
known before, that the splendor of princes ceased 
at their death. We admit it. But it is import- 
ant and wise to remind men of what they already 
know, especially when this knowledge teaches 
them some duty which they are apt to neglect 
We all know that wc must die; but the sacred 
writers in scores of passages remind us of our 
mortality ; and for this good reason-^— we are apt 
to put far from us the evil day. Now thore is 
precisely the same propriety in reminding men 
that princely magnificence will perish. But wc 
can oppose the passage before us by others which 
imply that our mental powers do not cease a't 
death. We arc told that **the righteous hath 
hopo in his death,^' Prov. xiv. 32. In Prov. 
xi. 7, wc read, **When a wicked man dietb, hii 
expectation shall perish.'' Now ono of these 
passages asserts, and the other as strongly im< 
plies, that the saint has hope or enjoyment aftei 
death. And should Mr. B. say that the hope hen 
expressed looks forward to the resurrectioa, i 
have the same right to say that the pastagei 
which represent the grave as the land of forget 
fulness, he. look back to this world. '^Tbus 1 
TiV/ be seea that the aame Wberl^ iiV\^ V« l^fikft 
wi7A tbeae Dassaflrea. wiU eiviSb\e «\ X^ VaJaft 
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Oa pafe 16, Mr. B. introduces a passag^e from 
BccleiiaitMy in which it is said that «Hhe dead 
koow not ttj dung." Nothing^ more is neoes- 
Mi^ tooonftite Mr. fi.*B exposition than to quote 
the |Mstag« in its connexion. The passag^e is 
this i^^For to him 4jM is joined to all the liviog, 
there ii bop#; for a liTing dog^ is better than 
a dead lion. For the living^ know that they must 
^i hot the dead know not any thin^, neither 
. bare they any more a reward ; for the memory of 
them is foT^tten. Also their love, and their 
hatred, and their envy is now perished ; neither 
any more have they a portion forever in any thing 
done Wider ilu «im.*' Chap. ix. 4, 5, 6. This 
quotation fixes the sense of the clause, the decut 
huno not any thing. In the preceding* chapter, 
Sc^omon had been speaking of things avIjk!. latie 
place under (he Mwiy that is, in (hit world. See 
▼enes 14, 15, 17. In the 3d verse of this chap- 
ters he expressly tells us that he is treating upon 
things which are done under the sun. And in verse 
4th, which we have already cited, he says, "a 
Hring dogis better than a dead lion." Our Essay- 
ist, I think, will not explain this to mean that a 
Hod will experience more misery after death, 

. than a dog does in this state. The meaning 
QBd<»btedly is, that a liring dog is more service- 
able in this state than a dead lion can be. So 
we perceive that the wise man was speaking of 
things pertaining to this world. Wheoiie says, 
**tbe doMd kaow not any thing,'* Vve eVYdLexAX^; 
meaas, tbey know nothing relative lo 'wVi^l 

pma9iag in tbk tfato. This be confirma b^ aA^v 
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"neither have they any more a portion in any 
thin;:^ done undei the A-wrt." Thus we see that the 
passage itself restricts the sense of the clause in 
question, and confines it to this state. Mr. B.'8 
arg-ument from this passage is coDfuted by the 
passage itself. We ha?e now examined Mr. B'6 
principal texts in support of his system, and 
iind that they are nothing- to his purpose; nay, 
we have seen that in almost crcry instance, the 
pasiiage itself taken in its connexion, confutes his* 
expositions. Surely his cause must be desperate 
to rest it upon texts which relate enUrcly to some 
other subject. 

But Mr. B. thinks that the sacred writers, bad 
they believe 4 in the soul's immortality, would 
not have used such language as they have. Kow 
the fact is, those among us who believe in the 
immortality of the soul, are in the constant habit 
of using language as strong as any that can be 
found in the scriptures. We not only say of the 
dead, that they have fallen asleep^ but that they 
art gonCf have jningUd toUli the duat^ are senseleMtt 
are no more^ Sic. Now this is Common language 
with those who believe in the immorlality of the 
soul, and in a separate state ; and yet n« one is 
in danger of being led astray by such language. 
Now as this language in conamon discourse docs 
nut convey tho idea that the soul is mortal, why 
should the same language In the scripture tcaeli 
such a sentiment? But 1 will not labour this 
powt; for Mr. B. has performed the task for mo. 
JJe leJls us again and again l\\at l\ve W^VXiexi Am* 
ifjcwed in the immerMitv of ihe w»A-, ^ltiA %\v\\Vk' 
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labours to ibow that they were Id the habit 
applying the strongest terms and phrases to 
dead; such as, 

**Ooee desd and silent in the grave, 
SknttUM remain"; one rest they keep, 
t>ae ^en^, ittrnalt unawaktn'd sleep** 

** We sJeep in ^virloitinfc nigkt.** 

**An iron sUep o^crwhehns his swimnning sight. 
And his eyes close in tverlasting night,** 

This, he informs us, is the language of the hi 
then relative to the dead. And still tbcj beli( 
ed io the soul's immortality. Now as the h« 
then, who believed in the immortality of the so 
used such strong language, we may conclu 
that this was the common language of the da 
and as the scriptures were written about t 
aame time, it is natural to expect that they woi 
use similar language ; and the latter can be i 
€X>nciled with the «ours immortality as easily 
the former. 

Mr. B. things that I Cor. xv. 18, 29, 30, 32, 
eoDclusive in proof of his views. He says, j 
160) 161, ^These words are irreconcileablc wi 
the belief of. the soul's existence in an intern: 
diate state." One remark will show that the 
scriptures are nothing to his purpose ; being p< 
iectly reeoBcUeable with the common opini 
relative to the immortality of the soul, and 
separate state. Paul, in the first part of cl 
chapter, wz§ treating upon CYirat?« x^^Mtt^^Nj 
and from tbia be inferred tVic Te%^xtT«^^^s 

6* 
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mankind. He Ulls us that Chris t^s rcsurreotion 
rested upon the best of evidence--* that Cephas, 
the twelve, above five hundred brethren, James, 
ail tlie apostles, and himself, were witnesses of 
this fact. Now his argument is this : — If you 
cannot believe a proposition attested in this 
manner, you ought to reject all evidence, and 
give up all belief. If such a cloud of witnesses 
do not command your credence, you may well 
become skeptics. Or, to use his own language « 
on which Mr. B. relies, — "If Christ be not risen, 
then is our preaching (that is, all our preaching, 
even the doctrine of a future life in any fortn) 
vain, and your faith is also vain. Then they also 
w/hich have fallen asleep in Christ are perished.'* 
From the whole scope of the subject, it appears 
that the apostle's argument was what I have re- 
presented, viz. If Christ's resurrection, attested by 
so many witnesses, can be rejected, we may give 
up our belief of a future life in any form. This 
view of the subject takes the passage out of our 
author's hands, and leaves him not a solitary text 
to support his structure. 

We have now examined all of Mr. B.'s positive 
evidence in favour of his views of an intermediate 
state, and have endeavoured to show that his 
arguments are founded on mistaken views of 
those scriptures — how successfully, is submitted to 
the reader. The residue of his labours in proof 
of the mortality of the soul, consists in cxamin- 
jng' tlfe words rendered soul and spirit in tfao 
'cr/ptarea. And here he indu\gf» \xV \\\* «A^ v^r\- 
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23 tb?ir meaning" by scripture usage ; — 

of interpretation which we have already 
, and found defectire. As his principles 
-etation are false, the theory built upon 
t fall. However, we shall notice his 

upon these words as we pass along-, 
r to a right under8tan4ing of this sub- 
important to know the opinions of those 
:he scriptures were addressed, and for 
lefit they were written. Every public 
^ill accommodate his language to the 
his pupils, if he is possessed of wisdom 
fulness. We all know that the same 
d phrases will convey very di/Tereat 
arsons entertaining different opinions. 

a well known fact, that the Jews, with 
tion of the small sect of Sadducees, be- 
Lhe immortality of the soul. This opin- 
Iso entertained by the gentiles, to whom 
les laboured. This then was the state 
) whom Christ and the apostles preach- 
>r whose benefit the scriptures were 

They believed in the immortality of 
md in a separate state. Now if the 
filers knew that the great mass of the 
re labouring under a gross error on 
ct, they would undoubtedly have cor- 
We find that our Saviour did not 
people in the least. He exposed the 

with a master's hand, both in matters 
id practice. He knew that they belie v- 
m mortality of the 80u\, atidTieViVi^ \s.^ 
believes that he would Yk^Ne \^V. >NvyA 



to be ato«t to ao a 

^"'?-^rr r^sbow that 

nothing to hi. purpo^J; 

{rti"Herr.t Mn^i 
^'^ w /^« M iU /r.t mean 

tfeten in the infinitive, oc 

i t re" Va.-^^--^' ^r^ 

t \.«.thc whole naeaning » 

• sir English word/ut-^^^J 

l Jmowi^i^^- The word n. 

»ifi««^°,'!!':^t!lnnicted 
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ed,'' [melloutan,) But could all (bat were under 
the lave, saj that Christ was about to appear ? 
Surely not '; for from the days of Moses to Christ 
was more than a thousand years. These exam- 
ples show that mello is very far from expressing* 
in all cases what is about to take place. Even 
connected with an infinitive, on which Mr. B. 
lays so much stress, examples can be produced 
showing his rule defective. Paul says, 1 Tim. i. 
16, that Christ granted kim mercy, that he might 
be "a pattern to them which should herecbfter be- 
lieve," (raellonton.) No man will pretend that 
Paul was a pattern to none but those who fjoere 
then about to believe. He is a pattern for believers, 
in all ages, consequently mello in this case can- 
not be confined to a short period, and signify 
about to be. Thus we see that the definition of 
(he word mello, and its use in scripture, confute 
Mr. B.'s criticism. 

2. Parkhurst, as we have already seen, says as a 
participle it significsyti^wre, what is to come. Now 
in the passage before us, tou mellontos is a partici- 
ple, so according to his own authority it signifies 
future, what is to come, agreeable to the sense of 
the common version. Mello occurs in the 15th 
Terse of this same chapter ; "There will be {mel- 
lein esesthai) a resurrection of the dead, both of 
the just and unjust." The Greek, in this passage, 
is about the same expression which Mr. B. tells 
Ufl on the authority of Dr. Campbell, must si^v. 
fj ahoui to be. But does be un^eTSlaii^ \svO\o \^ 
ene 15th to aiffDifj about to be ? T:^o,\i^ nwAw 
a«fo it S8 we do, to cxprQBt at JuAurt xewcx^ 
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hia departure. The whole force and pc 

of the passage is lost on any other iaterf 

If there is no coasoious existence betwe 

and the resurrection, bo could not be iri 

any sooner by dying than by living ; cod 

ly there could be no opposition between 

desires. He could accomplish both objec 

same time*— could do that which was net 

bis brethren, and be with Christ just as 

though he died that instant. On Mr. I 

the apostle's strait was merely imagin; 

dilemma was only a vagary of his ow 

Thus it will be seen that we mult giv 

notion hero oppobed^ or accuse the apo: 

disordered mind. 

And what adds to (be strength of our ai 

is, it requires no laboured comment to i 

btreogth appear. Our interpretation is t 

natural and easy that can be given. 

Paul waa writing to those who believed 

suuPs immortality, and in a separate cj 

To them of course it would contain the n 

press proof of those doctrines. Now co 

apostle as a faithful teacher, or even as at 

mr-in, use such language to such people, an 

it without comment, if the immortality of i 

and a separate existence were errors f II 

not And the course Mr. B. pursues is e^ 

of this. Hd feels that this language na 

leaches these doctrines, and hence be int: 

•3 cr/i/oal aad iaboured ooninient npoci \t. 

W* will tMow notice the expo»\uoa Wt. 
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with Christ, if he went ioto a state of uaconicious 
neiR. Bat was Chriit in a state of qdcodscIoub 
nesB ? No one will pretend this. How then couU 
the apostle be viih him by g^oing to such a state i 
This is a difficulty for Mr. B. to solve. Besides, oi 
his plaD, man becomes extinct at death. He ia 
completely and totally anDihikited till the resur- 
rection — is mere nothing*, a pare non-entity. And 
to say that a non-entity is with Christ, or any 
where else, is to use words without meaning'. 
Moreover his zeal for his favourite notion has en- 
dangered his whole system. Paul says, in this 
passagfe, to die is gain ; is far better than to live. 
Bat how could it be far betl$r^ on his system, to 
be annihilated, than to remain in the flesh ? This 
objection Mr. 6. anticipates, and attempts to an- 
•wer by telling us, pp. 57, 58, that it is a blessing 
to a good man to die and escape the troubles of 
ffaif world. Now this concession contains a prin- 
ciple destructive to his main doctrine. He main* 
tains, and is required by his system to maintain, 
that a full, just, and equitable retribution takes 
place in this world ; that happiness always keeps 
pace with virtue, and misery with vice ; so that 
the more virtuous a man is, the more happy he 
i*. This his system requires, and if this principle 
ia given np, his system will fall. In my Letters* 
I labonred to ahow that cases sometimes occurred, 
in Which a g^ood man suffered more in this world 
than a tinner. This position he attacks Trith his 
ntoal mildness, and says, "Cart load^ of ^\w^ ^^"a.- 
sooiDg could never determine lV\e qwwVXoti ^V. \»v^' 
TbetrAoiedn/it is calculated toAaar^^WvaVf^* 



^■'''^rS reprobate, tb^ « ^. 
ivaaced «>y „t. Ye., ^^ 

o adfl.Vt *»\* «at tbat it »»J^.„ fee, 

;«« ^° ^"^ Tr^i eUber born oT^^^,,, „ 
'« '"'^y ''"'Lnot receive a» equ' ^ 

obere,^«'»; i3t retrib»Uoo, » . 

aootrine ° ; 3^^,„aed ^o^° »„.,;y aud 
,tribul»on ^^» ^^cn are not J ^^„«ci« 

o;«pe«*!'^'tJt to avoid t^;';;,,ded 

•"'•^''''TrduAy p»«-^*'VSuo- ^-*^,, 

'««'* *^v, n tbe »°^ " V being f*' '^ 

orW. '^^tes-.^^''''Tvebee^-"°' 
.ore baVPyJ?^;;, «ust b»veb ^^^^^ , 

-""* *'™«erab^e; -«\t^Tbee» f-^ 
''*''LbSlr,V.»t»-^;:;:.,tbauto 

been /«'^ ''!^.. nncoosc'O" ,. ., f ^e ' 

^^"^fbeJve.^P^ifJ'Seotber^- 

Ubment, atio W^^' "J^ „potv « 

Wis notion oi bestowed «P" 

*x, tbe iabour be bas ^ ^^^ j^n 

art tne » j gj noi « , g i, 
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-9. "For we know that if our earthly house of 
L8 tabernacle were dissolved, we have a build- 
»■ of God, a hoase not made with hands, eternal 
the heavens. For in this we groan, earnestlj 
siring' to be clothed apon with our house which 
from heaven. If so be that being clothed, we 
lall not be found naked. For we that are in 
us tabernacle do groan, being burdened ; not for 
aat we would be unclothed, but clothed upon, 
bat mortality might be swallowed up of life, 
fow he that hath wrought for us the self-same 
hing is Grod, who also hath given unto us the ear- 
lest of the Spirit. Therefore we are always 
'Onfident, knowing that while we are at home in 
he body, we are absent from the Lord. (For 
fe walk by faith and not by sight.) We are 
confident, I say, and willing rather to be absent 
'rom the body and to be present with the Lord." 
The first idea that presents itself in reading 
ihis passage is, that there is something in man 
aot dependent upon the body. Paul calls the 
body a house or tabernacle. This figure is per- 
fectly intelligible to every person. We dwell in 
bmes. But no sane person ever thought from 
Ihis circumstance, that we are nothing but a 
property of the house; so that we must decay 
lod perish with it. According to the notion I am 
^posing, the soul ormind'of man is a mere property 
'f the body ; so that the soul can no more exist 
without the body, than heat can exist without 
*lonc, whose property heat is. Bwl \.Vv^ •a.^^^a^NXvi 
fplodes thiu fanciful idea. He revxe-^^xiV.^ ^^« 
t/r 35 a mere dwelling or tenement o^ VV^ ^<a> 
7 
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loilead of makiDg the tnaQ coiwUt oalj of 
bodf and iti propertiea, Paul makes ttte 
complete nithout (he budj; aa much so ■ 
indtriduai is without the house in which he re* 
Tbia alone is sufficieat to cooftite Mr. B.'t 
polhesis. For we caonot adnril liig riewB con 
without charging- the apostle trith uaiog: laogi 
calculated lo deoeire. 

Now tvhat eeems lo grow necesaarilf on 
tbe laDg'uage ire hare alrcadj noticed, is olc 
taoght in the following verses. The words (u 
"while we are at home io the hoily, we are ah; 
from Ihc Lord. Wc are Killing' rather to 
absent from (he botiv, and prceent with 
Lord." Here Paul speaks of beings ab* 
from the body aod presetitwilh the Lord. 1 
teaches that men may be abset]t from the bodj, i 
Sim have acoDscious existence; itillbe wiihl 
who was in a conscious state. This is decisire 
this case. Let Mr, ]t. prodnoe a passage wh 
asserts that men cinnot be with Christ ina i 
•mbodied state, as plainly as this paasaife di 
Ibat they can, and then he will have done son 
tbiog to support his riewi more than he has do: 
or can do. Tlio passagie before ns was addresi 
to those who believed io the soul's immortali 
Tbey of course woiiM interpret tt as faTonrii 
naj, as teaching in the clearest manner, that t 
■odI surriTed the body. Paol muat have be 
DBwise and uDfaithfal in this case, had he bolit 
*d vitb Mr, B- on ttnttnV^wX.; imva.ib»XiK 
"otitioB be Dot onlv ^ th«\T «riic v^ws mVh 
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tbcm in it. This passage not odIj teaches us 
tlmt men may and do exist separate from the bo- 
dy, bat it represents it as taking place immediaU- 
iy at death. 

We will now notice Mr. B.^s exposition of the 
passage. See pp 201—205. He applies it to the 
resurrection. What be says upon this text is 
extremely vague and indefinite. He says, '4t is 
▼ery evident that Paul did not expect to be 
clothed upon with his house from heaven, until 
mortality was swallowed up of life." He then 
labours to show that this will not take place till 
the general resurrection. But the apostle repre- 
sents it as taking place whenever the earthly 
house is dissolved. His words are — '^We know 
that if this earthly house of our tabernacle were 
dissolved, we have a house from heaven." Here 
Paul represents this heavenly house as being put 
^n when this earthly house is destroyed. But 
Mr. B. thinks it would be absurd to say mortality 
Iras swallowed up of life, when this body is 
destroyed. But where is the absurdity? If the 
soul exists in an intermediate state as the apostle 
teaches us in this very passage, is not mortality 
twalk)wed upof life, with each person at his death, 
when he puts off the mortal body ? If the soul is 
immortal, mortality is swallowed up of life when- 
ever the inortal body is dissolved. The difficulty 
therefore is only one of Mr B.'s own creation* 
Mr. B. will probably say that this is contending 
for an immediate resurrection. TVi\% V% ^ tQS&Va\L<^. 
Tiie passage before ns does not speik ot «i \«iWi^ 
recUoD from the grtkye. The scTi^lure^ V«i^Oci, 



Mr. B. will admit, tbattber« 
eyoaU But Paul ia this chapter speak 
ereai which ji to take place at death, 
queatlf it must be ao evoDt differeat f: 
reiurrectioa. Besides, may nut the bouI 
separate state be clothed with some lubat 
vehicle? This 1 believe is no aovel opiQ 
appears to be taug-bt bj St. Paul, wboac 
ia at least, as good aa Mr. B.'s upon (his 
Whea Moaes aud Elias appeared on the 
they were clothed with some siibBtauce, 
this was belbro the resurrection. 

We have already seen that Paul rej 
that the heavenly bouse h to bs put on 
-ately when Ibe earthly bouse is put off. 
Essayist attempts to avoid this coucluB 
citing a criticism from Macknight, (hat 
sent tense is often put for the future, to st 
certiintjr of tbe event. We readily ad 
correctness of this principle, but wc obje 
application in this case, for eeveral reas 
la those passages to which Mr. B. refers, 
a uaiforinityDf lau^uag-e, or something to 
meaning^. In Isa. chap. S3, where the iv 
and death of Christ arc spoken of, the wh< 
agraph is in the iiimt tauc. But if we a 
rate to 3 Cor. v. 1— 0, we shall he under 
cessity of selecting one verb in the midst 
leace, and g'lring it a future sjgnificattoi 
all the re<t are taken in tbeir obvioui 
Paul tpeaks of knovingt tlenrtng, and g-i 
jVow all this Mr. B, uadent,a.aU \a vVa 



REPLY. 60 

of having a house of God, and being clothed with 
this house ; this Mr. 6. tells us must look for- 
ward to the resurrection ; the present tense in 
this case must he understood as future. And why 
is this ? Only because his system requires it. 
But if we are allowed to take a sentence and 
dissect it, and give one verb a future sense, and 
another a present or past sense, when the writer 
nses them both in the same tense, we can make 
the bible mean what we please. By such a 
course we convert the word of God into a mere 
play -thing — an instrument to delude and deceive 
the people. 

2. This passage is evidently parallel with Phil. 
i. 23, which, as we have already seen, cannot be 
carried forward to the resurrection, without in- 
volving an absurdity. But if we should grant 
Mr B. 's rule in this case, it would not answer 
his purpose. St. Paul says, "we have a house of 
Crod." Here the present tense is used. But Mr. 
B. tells us that it has a future signification. Well, 
Co what future period must it be carried ? Evi- 
dently to the time when this mortal body is dis- 
solved. Paul says, *4f this earthly house were 
dissolved, we have a building of God, a house not 
made with hands, eternal in the heavens.'' 

3. The clause in question reads, **If this earthly 
hoase of our tabernacle were dissolved, we have 
a buildiog of God." The word rendered if'm this 
passage is ean, which Parkhurst defines to signify 
toAefiy io the case before us. Hexe \Xveik^%V»r« 
the satboritjr of, Parkhurat, iVint \3Kie ^^^^^^ 
ortgbt toreBdy when th\% house \s d\%^oVie^^ 

7* 



70 REPLY. 

have a building; of God. This fixes the 
of the passage, and teaches us that when 
house is destroyed, we have the heaven 
This term occurs in 1 Johniii. 2. ^'•We k 
when [eon) Christ shall appear, we shal 
him." Here the same term is rendered i 
the passage teaches us that at the time o 
appearing, we shall be like him. So in i 
case — at the time of the dissolution of oi 
bodies, we shall have our house from hca 
have now seen that Mr. B.'s criticism I 
to his purpose, but is totally annihilated 
hurst, his favourite author. — The passag 
us teaches us that the soul is no more d 
upon the body for its existence, than an 
al is upon the house in which he resides ; 
can be present with the Lord when abs 
the body, and that this separate existc 
commence when the body is destroyed. 

We have seen by the two preceding 
that the soul survives the body. Our 
words to the thief on the cross, "To-day s 
be with me in Paradise," Luke xxiii. 4t 
press on this subject, and the labour 
oup author has submitted to do away th< 
proves them so. Whenever a man has 
and have recourse to the original in e 
sage he explains, it shows that his cause 
rately weak. So Mr. B. by attempting t 
the translation in almost every passag 
that his cause is lame. But as he pur 
<^oursc, wc must follow blm. On W\% ^i 
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Taikburst sa^s the word paradise may be dcri- 
ed from the Heb. perezy to geparatCy and Arab. 
/e«, to hide^ as deootin^ a secret enclosure, or sepa- 
raU covert,^^ p. 52. Now when a maa sets himself 
lip as a teacher of others, and supports bis views by 
criticisms which only a small part of his readers 
can understand, he ought to state the subject cor- 
rectly ; and not make garbled quotations from his 
authorities, and so impose upon his readers. This 
plain rule, we fear Mr.^ B. has not always been 
careful to observe. In the case before us he 
quotes Parkhurst as deriving the word, paradise, 
from words which signify a secret enclosure; by 
this he would lead his readers to believe, that in 
the passage before us Parkhurst would represeut 
our Saviour as saying that the thief should be with 
him in a secret place. But what will the honest 
reader think, when he is told that Parkhurst fur- 
ther says, ^^Paradeisos (paradise) is in the New 
Testament applied to the state offyithfvj, souls he- 
tvoetn death and the resurrection,^- and then refers 
to the passage before us in prol5f of it ? And 
further he says, "And it may perhaps be worU» 
observing that the Jews likewise use paradise, for 
ihtinter mediate state oihoi^ departed souls." All this 
i« found on the same page from wWch Mr. B. 
quoted ; and it seems proper to ask, why did he 
give this partial view of Parkhurst's information 
on this subject ? The reason is obvious, he found 
that Parkhurst would explode his exposition. Onr 
author makes the passage mean tl\a.t live V\\\rv 
ffhould be with Christ in the sUlc o^ V\\c^e^^\ 
Hut this makes sinprular sense of 1\\g pvi^^Tv^e. *^V 
b/pfJn frue pmjtvncr calls n^oT\ C\\T\^V^ ' 
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Qiriat tdb him he (hall die! A fine pi 
to a fanmble peniteai 1 

But w« hare leeo bj Parkhurit that 
It Qted Id tba K'eir Teitatnent, (o sigoif 
of happy aoaU between death and the 
tion, and (hat this wu» the lensa in wli 
Dnderitood bj the Jens. Robinson saj 
<Ieiso9, ID the Jewish necrology, Ikul par 
in irhicb the souU of the pious enjoyed 
nntil the resurrection. Lukexx. 43,n' 
■peaUi in a niatmer adapted to (he com| 
of the penitent thief," It is evident (ha 
and undoubtcJl; this tliicf, understood 
paradise to signify a state of happiues 
death and the resurrection- Now can 
that our blessed Saviour In Lis last ex 
■nenU would sport with this humble pci 
use words in a sense calculated to dec 
Far bo iho thought. And yet this is 
B.'a exposition requires ua to heiievi 
we cannot ascribe any thing- like this 
viour, we must reg-ard this passage as 
separate state. And what adds (o the i 
our argument is, this is the natural, obv 
iag of the language. It requires D< 
' comment to make the sense appear. 
tbfl meauing is 

"Thai to Biiilaki il, roiti tlictlme an'l ] 

We bave now examined three pass: 
teach oa that the soul swrviues \.\ie\>o4's. 
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two or three witnesses, ©very word can be cs- 
ilishcd, so two or three divine asseverations are 
ficient to command our credence ; and be that 
uld reject a truth plainly taught by three pas- 
^esy would reject it if it were taught by three 
ndred. We have seen that Paul had a desire 
diCy and be with Christ immediately, that he 
saks of being absent from the body, and present 
th the Lord ; and that our Saviour promised 
e penitent thief that he should be with him that 
ry day in an intermediate state of happiness ; 
id that all this was addressed to people who be- 
ived in such a state. Now unless Christ and 
s apostles volunteered their services to confirm 
le people in error — unless they taught what 
ley knew to be false, we may conclude that they 
d not believe in the system here opposed. There 
"e other scriptures which teach the same doc- 
ine as those examined above. We are told that 
en may kill the body, but cannot kill the soul; 
lat the rich man was in torment in the interme- 
iate state, and that Christ preached to men in a 
iparato existence. But more of these passages 
ereafter. The texts now exhibited teach ns the 
itional and consoling doctrine that men do not 
ie like the brutes, as Mr. B. contends ; but that 
bey possess an immortal soul, which will survive 
eath, and '^remain unhurt amidst the war of ele- 
nents, the wreck of matter, and the crush of 
rorlds." 

But Mr. B. attempts to support \v« \\evi% Q^ >^^^ 
lortality of the soul from observ^liotv. W^ ^^i^ 
97, -'Man's mental powers gTo\\ \vV\Xv \Xv^ >Q*:i' 
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mnd decay with it" As ibis ia a bu 
idaWrialbUsrektl}' Telj,ice elialt gi 
attention. Ihftre aeeu notliiDg up 
mora to the point tban )Le remarks 
ofKing'* Colleg-e, Cambridge. I al 
a part of iiiaremariiB. "Tbe ai^un 
igainil," BBjB lie, '-ia tliis : The mt 
mlk the body, maaly in Ihe adult, t 
tatedby diieaii, enfetUcd in the 
Jt4ing in dtcrepitude, and aaniki 
How it 10 happeoi thai out of al 
which make tbe linlisof ibis runniJ 
■I chain, tbe jtrs' alone is univerE 
dittDrbed b]p no exceptiom; ibo 
liola are »otnacime» ri^lil, and som 
and tbe lait i« a mere asaerlton, i 
ported b; proof. 

"The unirersal hiitor; ofniaD, oi 
eooe, Bad the tealimrinjr of others, 
•tancai that clearly prove that t 
irhicb iaterroae betneon tbe Qrst 
are » often false as they are true, 
more than ne waot ; for I must be 
attention to this particular circu 
that ont ezceptioD to each uf the 
vanced above, must oecessarilj be i 
auDlhilaCiaf claase trhicli is inferrei 
ai one milltoo. For if there be any 
mode ofargaoient which tiaa been 
rtduelioad abturdvm, it is evideot 
eioeptioa to each of the laleTmbiv 
iMir«ea tb» &nt poaitioa and tVio V 
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Bent," that is, accordiDg^ to oar author, aftor 
teath^ decUh J His labours upo& this passage, theik 
unoniit simply to this— after meB are dead, ihej 
iHll die. No wonder he has recourse to a learned 
oiticism, to show that this judgment follows clo— 
ipon death ! For if any person was ever whimsi- 
csl enough to suppose that death did not take 
l^lioe, till long after a person is dead, he ought to 
be confuted by some means or other ! But per* 
hips he will say he understands the declaratioQt 
to dtut shall Ihou return^ to signify, not dealh^ 
hot the decomposition of the body. Be it so* 
Then it follows that Adam, to whom this declara- 
tion was made, continued to eat bread after death 
till the body had mouldered away, and that man'i 
thoughts do not perish at death, but continue till 
tbis decomposition takes place; so that where 
Bmbalming is practised, as was the case in Egypt, 
Iffr. B.'s mortal souls which die with the body, 
rottid be kept alive hundreds and eren thous- 
inds of years after the death of the body. Be- 
ides, it is degrading the dignity of the passage, 
o say it means simply that the dead body will roL 
knd farther, it destroys the apostle's comparison, 
le was labouring to fin4^ a simile to represent 
/hrist's death, and his appearing after death. 
3at what similarity is there between a man's 
tying and his body mouldering away, and Chris t*s 
lying and appearing again ? If this is the reason* 
affofuk inspired apostle, ''nYwX ^cwN.^'^^^^^ 
maoning of an tininapired tnwft> ^"^^"^^^^^ 
■idniaatee it a judgment. B^l <»» \V>a«' "^^ V*^ 
^tOA oaaiD to have Vva Miii%e\«i*'^»^'i '****'* 
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Icctcd that of visiou as the most refined. We : 
know that the two eyes paint two minate ai 
inverted images of an object on the retina ; hi 
ing done this, they hare done all that is expect 
of them. What power is it then^that rectififli 
the errors of this machinery, as to number, pc 
tion, and size, and presents us with one upri{ 
object, in its just dimensions nud proportions f 
^^AU this is certainly not effected by the ey 
fur a paralysis of the optic nerve instantly i 
totally destroys ^eir powers, without in i 
slightest manner affecting their organizati 
The optic nerFe, then, it seems and the eye, i 
loth necessary to vision, but are they all that 
necessary ? Certainly not. Because, if we proo 
a little further, we shall find that certain effe 
operating upon the brain, will completely and 
btantly destroy the powers of vision, the o\ 
nerve and the eye both remaining unaltered a 
undisturbed. How then arc these effects pnk 
ced? Are their causes always mechanical 
from pressure, or the violence of a blow ? I 
they are often morbid, the result of increa 
action, brought on by inflammation, or of disc 
ed structure, superinduced by abscess. But 
there not causes, neither morbid nor mechanii 
that have been found capable of producing si 
jar effects.^ Yes — a few sounds acting upon 
tympanum of the car, or a few black and sn 
figures scribbled on a piece of white paper, h\ 
hcea known to knock ii m^^ (io'ww ^% ciTcctua 
as a. sledg"C hammer, ai\v\ lo ^r\^r\N& \\\v^ v»cv\. 
.of vision, but even of Vvfe 



REPLY. TT 

"Here then we have instances of mind acting 
upon matter, and 1 by no means affirm that mat- 
ter does not act upon mind ; for to those who ad. 
Tooate the intimate connexion between body and 
mind, these reciprocities of action are easily re- 
concileable ; but this will be an insuperable diffi. 
cult J to those who affirm the identity of mind and 
body, which however is not for us, but for those 
who maintain this doctrine, to overcome. But iJ 
mind be indeed so inseparably identified with 
matter, that the dissolution of the one must neces. 
•arily involve the destruction of the other, how 
comes it to pass that we so often see the body sur- 
Tive the mind in one man, and the mind survive 
the body in another ? Why do they not agree to 
^ tog'ether? How happened it that the body of 
Birift became for so many years the living* tomb 
Of his mind ; and, as in some cases of paralysis, 
'tow are we to account for the phenomena of the 
^y reduced to the most deplorable and helpless 
debility, without any corresponding weakness or 
bebetation of the mind ? Again, if the mind ba 
indeed not the tenant of the corporeal dwelling, 
hit an absolute and component part of tlie dwell- 
ing: itaelf, where does the mysterious hot tangibU 
palladium of this temple reside ? Where are we 
to g^o to find it, since if material, why can it not 
1» felt,- handled, and seen ? But she resides, wo 
•Je informed, in the inmost recesses of her seii- 
■OTium, the brain ; a mere assertion that can. 
^i^er be proved ; for if she dolh cnV\g\ile^ W> 
^ttlecJUdel it is with a ray like iViat ot \\vc 
'epulcbrzl lamps, which the in«taat we di«cQ^ 

8 



78 REPLY. 

we destroy. But if we return to the erid 
facts, the dissections carried on by Mo 
TIaller, Bonnet, and others, do most thoi 
and irrefutably establish one most importa 
to me, at least, consoling^ truth ; that thei 
part of the brain, either cortical or nie< 
not e^en the pineal gland itself, that has not 
instance or in another, been totally destro 
disease, but without producing' in the pati€ 
corresponding^ alienation or hallucination 
mind ; in some cases, without any suspl 
such disease during' life, and without any d 
ry of it, till after death, by dissection. I 
shall be told perhaps, that the thinking^ 
may be something residing in the very ce 
the pineal gland, but so minute as to surv 
destruction eren of that in which it is en 
The pineal gland does indeed contain a fe^ 
cles of a schistous or gritty substance, but 
alas, proyes little for the argument of hi 
would designate thought to be nothing nioi 
the result of a more curious and complica 
ganization ; since these particles on exami 
tarn out to be nothing more nor less than 
phate of lime ! 

**And this intimate union between bo 

mind is in fact analogous to all that we s< 

feel, and comprehend. Thus we observe tl 

material stimuli of alcohol, or opium, act u) 

mind through the body, and that the moral 

of love, or of anger, act npon the body t 

t/ie mind. Thiers are reciprociliea ol a.c\! 

e^tabliMb the principle of connexioxiVi^X.^ 

'^^f bat are fatal to that of an ideiilxtj. 
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**We contend for a strong^ but ioexplicabl 
amnexion between body and mind ; and upon thl 
principle all the sympathies of mutual pleasur 
and of pain, and all the reciprocities of rest an( 
of action, are both natural and intellibible. Be 
those who advocate the iderUUy of body and min< 
will find that they have embraced a theory suj 
nranded by facts that oppose it at every point- 
facts whic^ their system will neither enable thei 
to explain, nor their experience to deny. Fc 
does not every passion of the mind act directJ 
and inimarily upon the body ; with greater i 
lesser influence, in proportion to their force 
Does not activity belong on this occasion to tl 
mind, and mere passiveness to the body ? Do 
aot the quickened circulation follow the ang< 
the start the surprise, and the swoon the sorro? 
Do not these instances, and a thousand othei 
deariy convince us that priority of action he 
' belongs to the mind, and not to the body ?. a 
those who deny this are reduced to the ri 
cnloos absurdity of attempting ta prove that 
man is frightened because he runs away, and n 
pii that he runs away because he is frightened, a 
that the motion produces the terror, not the U 
lor the motion ; a kind of logic this, that [woi 
become a Falstaff much better than a philosoph 
«*In a former part of this argument, I have i 
mitted that the proposition that the mind is 
fantile with the body, is a general rule, disturl 
by no exceptions. But thia Iruvam, V V^wm 
will perform but little, either for the\fta\.«tV 
or aguia»t bim, becavs* tb« t«nn» «.t% c^^ 



dered all these passages, th^ da; 

tod with his system oat of rlevr, 

would hare done the same. The 

cieat to 9how that Mr. B.'s criti 

Greek article is not at all to his pu 

Mr. B. attempts, p. 258, to desti 

our argument by telling us that th 

sion occurs in Prorerbs, and no on 

of applying it to a future state. 

(hat ? Because a phrase occurring in 

has a certain meaning, it does by 

low that it has the same meaning ii 

nexion, and applied to another subj 

think that the phrase, day ofjudgtm 

Testament, must have the same m 

passage in Proverbs ? He'' does not 

self applies them to different subjec 
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uch a supposition startled eren tlie boldest of 
kepticB, because he happened also to be the 
Qost acute ; I shall therefore quote a jpassage 
rom Mr. Hume, who will be allowed hj materi- 
Jilts at least, to be an orthodox authoritj. 
*There is one argument/' says he» ^commonly 
employed for the immateriality of the soul which 
leems to be remarkable. Whaterer is extended, 
consists of parts, and whatever consists of parts, 
M diyisible, if not in reality, at least in imagina- 
tion. Bui it if impossible (hat any thing dioisibU 
con be joined ta a thought or a perception^ uihith %» 
tkhew^ cdtogeiher inseparable and indivisible. For 
supposing such a conjunction, would the indiv^isi- 
Me thought exist on the right hand, or on the left 
of this extended divisible body, on the surface, or 
ia the middle, on the back or foreside of it ? If it 
be conjoined with the extension, it mmt exist 
lomewhere within its dimensions. If it eziit with- 
in its dimensions, it must either exist in one par- 
ticular part, and then that particular part is in- 
divisible, and the perception is. conjoined only 
with it, not with the extension ; or if the thoughts 
exist in every part, it must also be extended, and 
separable, and divisible, as well as the body; 
which is utterly absurd and contradictory. For 
can any one conceive of a passion a yard in lengths 
a /bot in breoM^ and an inch in thickness^ 
Iliought therefore, and extension are qualities 
u^Uy incompatible, and can never incorpoTcA% 
ieg^Mer inio one subject, " 

**AgMia, a/7 mind is conscious of it* owu «xv 
nc0 ; but if miad b% material, maitUT mvJAV 



p. 251—254. 

Onoe more, Mr. B. attempts to ^ 
force of Matt. xi. S3, 24, by changiz 
of the verb $h(Ul 5e. He quotes 
Blackn^U and Ewioff to show tha 
tense is iomeHmet used for other tem 
what does this amount ? Because it 
vsed in this sense, it does not follow 
the case before us. But these an the 
answer his purpose; they ought to i 
future tense is put for the poit and . 
tame time. Oranting him all that 
say, we will examine this subject a 
closely. In the scripture* before us 
shcdl be more tolerable for Sodom, Tj 
than for Chorazio, Bethsaida, and 
Here the verb shall be is applied 
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Sodom. Their guilt consisted in abusing the 
preaching and miracles of Christ. But if thi» 
judgment be carried back to the days of Sodom, 
18 it must be to prevent Sodom's judgment from 
being ia a future state, then we mutt admit that 
the inhabitants of Capernaum, &c were judged 
and condemned for a crime long before it was 
committed; yea, more than a thousand of years 
bffiire they had existence ! Thus by contending 
that the verb vhall be is here used In the past 
tense, he involves himself in the absurdity above- 
mentioned. Let him say, then, that the tense 
must be present. Then the inhabitants of Sodom 
were judged more than a thousand years after 
their temporal death; consequently their judg- 
ment must be in a future state. And as it re* 
gards Capernaum, she was exalted up to heaven, 
and brought down to hell at the same moment of 
time ! Or, to conform better to Mr. B.'s opinion, 
Jerusalem was destroyed about forty years before 
it was destroyed ! These are a few of the absur- 
dities in which Mr. B. involves himself, and it ii 
impossible for him to avoid them, unless he con- 
tends for the strange notion, that this verb has 
two distinct tenses at the lains Hmei But in 
sui^rt of this, Macknight, tec, yield him no as- 
sistance. 

But belabours to prove that Sodom's e^<mc(ioft 

was spoken of in the poit tense. In answer to 

this, I will say as I did in m^ tJfeUct%^^. V&^ 

^J^oea it follow that her jiid^mtniVi ^^V>a«c!ft3WJ 

ber overthrow hoM beenaccom^WiXie^^ N^eyfi^ 

w well pretend that a crVaati^\ Yi»&Va^V^' 
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STATEMENT OF THE QUESTIOlf D 

DEBATE. 



Haviog shown that Mr. B.'s notion of an nncoa 

Bcious state is repugnant to scripture and reaioi 

the way is now open for the main question, ria 

/« all punishment confined to thU staJte^orwA 

Much dispute has arisen about the statement ( 

this question. We who believe in a future retr 

bution, contend that the question is reciprocal 

that both parties have a positive, and both are w 

der obligation to defend it. For either party 1 

say they have no positive, is confessing that the; 

doctrine is only negation, and their faith diib 

lief; and that they themselves are skeptics, ai 

not Christians. See my Letters, p. 13—17. ^ 

are willing to go forward and adduce evidence i 

a future retribution ; and when tliey refuse ' 

produce any evidence in support of their side 

the question, and justify themselves by sayii 

that their views are a negative, they make tl 

confession stated above. Mr. 6. probably pc 

ceives that his friends expose themselves by ta 

ing such ground, hence he varies the qnestk 

and thinks h« gets rid of the jdifficulty. «<My tj 

tem," says he, '^whether right or wrong, preolnd 

all such discussion,*' p. 308. But a momen 

ra^ectloa will show, t^al Yi« ^ioe^ ^^^X. %n^SAb^ 

ifidloaltj. His BtalenidikV oi ^\ <)^««^MIM 

"WTiat •aith tlie •cnplure^V" tVk\» w% i& 
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ment is not onlj expressed la the language of 
the passage, but is interwoven with the whole 
argument. Mfe will take a brief view of this 
passage in its connexion. The apostle be- 
gins the chapter by saying that false teachers 
should arise in the world, and that they should 
be punished. He then commences his argument 
to prove that men will be called to an account at 
verse 4th. <Tor if Grod spared not the angels 
that sinned, but cast them down to hell, {tartaro- 
«tw] and delivered them into chains of darkness, 
to be reserved unto judgment, &c. The Lord 
knoweth how to reserve the unjust unto the day 
of judgment to be punished." Thus we see that 
this 9th verse is inferred from the preceding 
verses. Peter, like every correct reasoner, first 
stated his premises and then drew his conclusion. 
He states in verse 4th, as we have already seen, 
that the angels or messengers, which sinned, 
were not punished sufficiently as they passed 
along, but were reserved to the judgment day. 
and to be thus reserved they were cast down C|r 
helL The term here rendered hell is tartarui- 
This word is defined by Ewing, <*the place where 
fallen angels and wicked spirits are kept until 
the day of judgment." Mr. B. in ^is 1st Jnq. p. 
63—85, admits that tartarus literally signifies a 
state of punishment, after death, or the prison of 
hades. Every person who is at all acquainted 
with the facts, must be sensible that tliis is the 
gense oftartsiTus. 

Now St Peter well kntw l\xa.\. S5^o%<fc V<i ^"^^^ 
e ndJr€8Bed himself \je\ie^«^ \tv ^ ^>^'wt*' ^'*^' 
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cient to lapport Ibeir c&aie. Thii ii bU ibat 
be expected of me i it ia all that would be ret 
•d in mj other cue. Suppoie that A ih 
usert, that by the lawi of our conotr;^ e' 
murderer should be hun^, and after that >b 
endure one year's puniahment. Now how I 
this question be decided ? Woald B who d 
ted it, be called upon to prove that the law dii 
require it ? No ; ererjr one would say tbi 
inuit produce the statute which twatained 
penalty. And if he could produce a statute n 
only said that the murderer should bans' ti 
was dead, would not every person say thi 
waa defeated in his position i" 

The sentence above, marlied with the si; 
a quotation, is the substance of what I have 1 
■aid upon this question, and I thinli Mr. B> 
admit that 1 have slated it in all its force. 
I will endeavour to show that the case sup) 
above, is bj no means parallel to the que 
in debate. Let ui first inquire of what is our 
law composed ? The answer ia obvious, 
comptxed of a requirement and a penalt 
define* what constitute* crime, and fixef 
measure of the punishment. This is the sum 
of the civil law. It is not the design of a civil 
to point out Ihe condition of men before they I 
great, or after they have received their pt 
ment. No ; it defines the crime and the punishj 
and in all other respects, it is silent. It 
notiing of p»d men wte oeiet VTam^jtemw 
oftb« Mai state of atnj ioiWiiiui. tto* 
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tures ? Mr. B. must answer either in the 
'e or in the negative. If be answers In 
native, then he confesses that the bible 
nothing- but a law and a penalty, that it 
silent upon every other subject ; that it 
no intimation of salvation, or of a future 
being ; and in a word, that the bible is 
civil code. But if he answers in the 
as he must to avoid these absurdities, 
confesses that the cases are not parallel. 
hi drop the subject here; but we will 
to show that his statement of the question 
ous. The civil law, as we have already 
isists only of a law and a penalty. But 
ot true of the scriptures ; they treat of 
very situation, of his creation, character, 
id final destination. Here then is a 
difference. The one treats of all men in 
ituation, the other treats upon nothing 
punishment which must be inflicted in 
transgression ; the latter is confined to 
Id, the former extends into the future, 
ng this subject to the supposed case— It 
i the duty of A, to produce the statute 
Qg this penalty. B could not be expect- 
oduce a statute which declared that the 
r would be happy as soon as he expired* 
this good reason— the law treats upon 
but the penalty, aud does not in any caia 
nto a future state. But it is notfto ^viVJtlk 
pture;^tbej not only speak oi tVie \iXiXL- 
of sin, but they speak of salvaftioii^ c 

7B from min tkrtA %^m ««#^MaA#««»ATvr>>«A^ 
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the civil law treated upon a deliveranc 
punishment, and of the final state of the ] 
ed, it would be the duty of B in the su 
case, to prove that the murderer was free 
all punishment when he expired, as mucl 
would be A's duty to prove he was not. 1 
the bible treats upon salvation and iloal 
ness, nay, as this is the grreat doctriue to 
al) thing^a else are subservient, we may na 
expect that this doclriae will be taught 
clearest manner. As many men die in tl 
petration of some horrid crime, it appears < 
t^at they must be punished after death, 
this is not the case, we have a right to : 
proof; and if no proof can be produced, ^ 
justified in saying that such an one will 
noxious to punishment after death. Tb 
marks show that Mr. B.'s plea is entirel 
railing. The case is entirely different fr 
one supposed, and consequently the one 
illustration of the other. Besides, if he 
rely upon the supposed case, it would only j 
btm in absurdity. B, in the case before us 
eotirely upon the silence of the law ; 
quently, if there had been no law, he wou 
had the same evidence. So Mr. B. relit 
the silence of the scripture, and conse< 
would have had the same evidence in su{ 
Mi opinions, if revelation had never < 
A'ttdyet he pretends to abide closely by th 
turoB! Even if we sbouVd gTauV.VVi^\. lli^ 
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•criptnrw ware ftddretied to thoM who beliared 
that doctrine, and bad it beeo an error, tbef 
would Lave corrected it. Bat after all, Mr. B. 
adopts (tto oldftround, and lo rirtuallj admits hii 
doctrine to be a mere neg-ation. 

Tbo queilian before UB li wbetber all pnniih- 
ment is confined to this state or Dot. Thia que»ti«k 
It coQrertLble. Mr. B. has a poailire, as well a* 
(be restoralioDisI ; and ontil be it willing' to 
take this ground, lie will rest nnder the imputa- 
tion of believing in anbditf. Having stated the 
questioQ at issue, I will now take up (be subject 
in the same order I did in m; Letters. la Let- 
ter IV. pp. 91—123, 1 laboured (o show that a 
joit retribution did not take place in this world ; 
that cases eometimes occurred in which a good 
man eTpcrieoced more misery than a bad oae; 
and cqntequently we must admit, a future retri< 
botioD, to vindicate the justice and equit; of ibe 
Divine ad mi d is t rat ion. Now how doei Mr. B. 
meet this part of the subject? Why, be sets it all 
aside, as he supposes, by saying that cart load* 
of tuch reatoning prone nothing! But in another 
part of bia book :be admits all for which I con- 
tended, lie does A^ believe that a just retribn- 
tion takes place beVe. He does not admit that 
happiness keeps pace with virtue. On the con- 
trary, be contends that Pan], for instance, expe- 
rienced /ar more misery than bappineia. Hii 
miaery was so much greater than liis happiiiMi, 
that it would have been /ar btUtr fot \i\ro>\a tJ» 
•Bto a state of DDconiciouaneaa U«» X» ■«»»» 
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good men would be gainers by dying and 
into an unconscious state. See pp. 57, SB* 
these men were good men ; there was far 
virtue than rice in their characters. Not 
could the J be gainers by dying ; since des 
his scheme is annihilation ? Only in this ' 
they experienced far more misery than 
ness in this state. Hence they were not € 
biy recompensed here. This is the only c 
sion to which his reasoning leads. No 
scriptures expressly declare that every 
saall be rewarded according to his deeds. 
agrees with me that this does not take 
here. Hence it follows that it will take 
beyond death. Let it be remembered 
through the whole of this discussion, that '. 
admits that a just retribution does not take 
in this world. We might rest the whole e 
here, for as a just retribution is clearly tai 
the scriptures, it must take place somei 
and as it is not accomplished in this s* 
must be in the next. But we will pursi 
subject through all its bearings. What 
next in course is a future judgment. 
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2t it be observed here that the script ores 
i addressed to those who believed in a future 
ment. This notion, if it were false, would 
i been opposed by the sacred writers. Bat 
iing like this can be found in the scriptures ; 
on the contrary, they use language which 
ns naturally to teach this doctrine — language 
ch cannot be reconciled wididsiy other doc- 
e, without a^IOfDg, laboured, critical exposition. 
s circumst^lide shows that the sacred writers 
mt to teach that doctrine. 
*he first passage adduced in proof of a future 
rment, is Acts xxiv. 25. <'And as he reason- 
}f rigliteousness, temperance, and a judgment 
ome, Felix trembled." See Letters, pp. 130, 
. It was there shown that there could be no 
ional account given of Felix's trembling, un- 
) we admitted a judgment after death; for 
ix in all probability believed in a future judg- 
nt, and if Paul had treated of a less judgment 
m he believed in, he would probably have 
ighed, rather than trembled. 
!^r. B. in this case has recourse to a criticism 
an the original. See p. 278— 286. He tells 
that the word mello, here rendered to eonUy 
ght to he rendered about to be. Iti ^u^v^iXt .^ 
9 be quotes Dr. Campbell, tbui— ^^JttelUm ojM 
mf uot only fvturty but near. T!\ieTe\» \ 
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■ncii a dUbrenca between eriai and meUei eiutiai 
in Greek, at (berc is betveen it mil be and it ii 
about to be, in ED{:lish, This holdi parLicularlf 
in threats and wai'nings." He quotes ParkbunC 
tbui — '■'JUtlto signifies vitb aninfiDitiTeroUomnf. 
to be about Id ilo a tbiae. /u<urui turn. MeUoo. 
particip./ii(ur«, toAai it to come." The foUowin 
COD^derationi will show tbat tbia crilicism k 
nothing' to bis purpose. 

I. The word vttllo more natuTall^ *ig:iiifiM 
JiUurt Ibaa ofiout to be. Farkhurst derives melll) 
from the Heb. ami, to langaiih, to b( toedt, airf 
gives rfc^^ as its Jint meHmng, and bbjs, "itft 
applied in thii sense hy tha best Greek Bullion.'' 
And even ia the infinitive, on wbieh Mr. B.BeGBM 
to rely, Paikhurat, Schrevelius and oibers ex- 
preii, tbe whole meaning by the Latin falwnu 
tan. Sum signifies (o bt, and Julurut is Ibe roet 
of our English word/uiuW, and is ptrfectiy j^ntm- 
ymaiu with it. The word nteUo, tbEti, simply lif- 
iii£es to diilay, to befiUttrt, and this future rnij 
be immediately connected with tbe preseat, er 
rerj remote, according lo the natnre of the tob- 
ject. Many passages of scripture might be qnotel 
in which meMaeKpreuei a future, and a future fir 
distant. Paul says, Rom. v, 14, that Adam was ■ 
"figureof him that wastocome,"ton mellontos.} It 
tbis case, Adam, tbe type, was /our thouiani 
yMr« before Christ, tbe antitype. Mello in tUl 
iDStanoe expresses a future four thousaad yew* 
lUiemd. Again, Paul aajs, Qi\.\\\. %"&«(«• 
faith cams, we were kept onteT Vd* ^B,llt «^n\ 'il 
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,^' [mclloutan.) But could all that vrcro under 
3 lave, say that Christ was about to appear ? 
reljr not'; for from the days of Moses to Christ 
\a more than a thousand years. These exam- 
58 shour that mello is very far from expressing^ 
all cases what is about to take place. Even 
nnected with an infinitive, on which Mr. B. 
ra so much stress, examples can he produced 
3wing his rule defective. Paul says, 1 Tim. i. 
, that Christ granted him mercy, that he might 
"a pattern to them which should hereafter be- 
ive," (raellonton.) No man will pretend that 
lul was a pattern to none but those who usere 
en about to believe. He is a pattern for believers, 
all ages, consequently mello in this case can- 
)t be confined to a short period, and signify 
)(mt to be. Thus we see that the definition of 
le word meZ/o, and its use in scripture, confute 
T. B.^s criticism. 

2. Parkhurst, as we have already seen, says as a 
trticiple it significsyw^tire, vihai is to come. Now 
the passage before us, tou mellontos is a partici- 
e, so according to his own authority it signifies 
lure^ what is to come^ agreeable to the sense of 
e common version. Mello occurs in the 15th 
rse of this same chapter ; '^There m/Z be {mel- 
n eseslhai) a resurrection of the dead, both of 
B just and unjust." The Greek, in this passage, 
about the same expression which Mr. B. tells 
on the authority of Dr. Campbell, must signi. 
about to be. But does t^e undenlaiid m^\V^ V^. 
ne 15tb lo signify ahovi to be ? T^^o^Vie ^\A«t< 
"* /^ a# we do, to express a /ulure te^xvtx^^ 
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Uon. Hello oMun in nntt 15 And 95 of 
cbapter, uid Mr. B. maj DDdentaod them i 
plejue*. Will he My that thej expret* an 
oar; future f Then hU learaed parade i 
roello uDoont* to nothing. The pasiage »\ 
of a fulure jadgineot, and his criticUm h 
bearing in the case. But if lie inaista that i 
must (igaifj oioullo be, then be mutt admit 
Paul beliered that the retorrection of the 
and unjust <Taa about totakeplactj cootrar 
what has proved to be ibe fact. Such an 
absurdiliet in which he ierolves himielf, i 
zoal'to poll, doirn a future retrihiilion. 
above is BuSdient to show that Mr. B.'s critic 
in which he leeois to place the mo*t implicit 
fideoce, fail* of its object. 

Bat Mr. B-'» exposition of the passage deil 
tbe whole force of it. He Ibinks Panl rea* 
of (hejiidgment which was to come upon ihei/it 
nofien.' A htavy judgment this upon a Bt 
governor! No wonder be trembled to bear 
tbe enemies of Rome should be conquered, 
their proud city destroyed ! This Mr- B. « 
make us believe was the cause of his treinbl 
He has also offered several considerations toi 
tbat this judgment could not be in a future ■ 
•ome of wbicb I will notice just to show i 
ohildishness. H« tells us that Felix did 
tremble mucA. WeU, what of this ? He t«I 
tbat Paul spoke of a present judgment, but w 
Jiagr to bi« attUfltnent, Felix cared but litU^ > 
ft. Again, te UU« n Uutit ».tflXni« i«M? 
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Ithoo^h the trord may hare the meaninj^ 
h Mr. B. has given it, jet if it has not this 
ntig excluHvetyyit does not **qf itself show ^ that 
1 no refe^nce to a day of general judgment, at 
(lose of (Mr." An argument founded merely 
sittgle definition of jan ambiguous term, every 
ian knows, is at the best extremely doubt- 
MEl". B. has quoted from Parkhurst and Camp- 
-i-suffer me now to quote in addition from 
s' Greek Lexicon what we believe to be a 
ie6niti0Q of the word. "Mello, / take time to 
thing, am bent upon, prepare to do, am about 
I." 

*or a scriptural illustration and proof of these 

itions and remarks, we offer the following 

iges. 

f att. xi. 14. <'And if ye will receive it, this is 

1, which was for to come,^^ ho mellon erchet' 

Lat. futurus venire. About to come, in this 
.according to chronological account, proves 
3 about 400 yeaip. So much Ibr the future 
is case. 

ark xiii. 14. *^Tell us when shall these things 
and what shall be the sign when all these 
^ shall be falJUledV^ meUei stmleleisthai, 
futurum est consummari. Simpletons, to ask 
1 those things Hrere to be fulfilled, when the 

word they used told them it was ahoiU to be. 
they are excusable on this ground, that Mr. 
newly discovered criticism had not then been 
ished. 

takexxL 7. Th« same word m l\ie ««XGk^ ^ti^* 
Bu Aat9 xxfL 22, ««HaT\TiiS ihex^ioTe f^ 
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tained help of God, I continue untc 
witnessing' both to small and gr< 
none other thing^s than those which tt 
and Moses did say should come^^ mel 
esUiaiy Lat. sunt futurum esse. How 
those things which Moses and the pi 
were about to come could be exteo 
apostolic age ? The last prophecies w< 
from 400 years previous to that age, ai 
ancient ones were more than 1400 ye: 

*'Rom. V. 14. "Death reigned from A 
ses, eyen over them that had not sinnc 
similitude of Adam^s transgression,who 
of him that was to comeJ*^ tou mellontos, 
futuri. Will Mr. B. deny that he w 
come, of whom Adam was a figure, iv 
Then it appears that about to come was 
4000 years ahead ! Surely this little 
in our world, has become stretched moi 
thirds the whole duration of it. 

"1 Tim. i. 16. "Howbeit for this cau 
ed mercy, that in me first Jesus C 
show forth all long suffering, for a 
them which should hereafter believe on 
everlasting." Ton meUonton^ to them in 
herectfter believe, would be, according 
ther, to them which were about to I 
Then to those who belieye hereaftery w 
lators supposed, the text affords no aut 
*'*Christ might show forth all long suj^ 
pattemJ*^ It was only to those that 
aA?u^ to believe, 
*'Heh. xi. 8. «*By failb AbrtfciMa^^ 
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I to go out into a place which he thould af- 
rd receive for an inheritance, obeyed," emel- 
ribanein. Lat.^ futurus erat. St. Stephen 
Grod gajMfcjJLbraham no inheritance in that 
unot ^4||p^ ^s ^^ set his foot on ; yet he 
ised that he would give it to him for a pos- 
•n,^ Acts vii. 5. Now if Mr. B.'s interpre- 
i of epielle is to be adopted, how are we to 
cile these passages ? 

edericus, one of the best lexicographers of 
rreek language, mentions the phrase, ho 
I chronos, which is literally rendered into 
shhy future time, eras Mr. B. interprets, 
about to be. This Hedericus renders into 
by posteritas, which means posterity, or Ju^ 
ime in English. But by Mr. B.'s criticisms, 
id, as he would have us think, on Parkhurst 
iampbell, future time, tempus futurum, is 
;ime about to be; and posterity implies. If 
ricus was right in applying it to ^ mellon 
08, that a man's children, grand children, 
1 succeeding generations, were or will be 
ibout the same time I 

hen Mr. 6. comes fo the passage in Acts 
25, which speaks of Paul's reasoning of "a 
Lent to come," he tells us that it should read, 
2^ment about to be, and proceeds to quote 
lurst and Campbell as before. But unluck- 
r Mr. B. mellontos is not a verb, but a parti- 
which Parkhurst says means * future, what 
oi9|«." So one witness has failed hlm^ atid 
te/Jf with Dn Campbell alone. T\\^ ^Q^V«t 
There is just inch a difference >QfeV.yi^«^ 
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estai and mellei esesthai in Greek, as t 
tween it will be and it is about to be i: 
This holds particularly in threats and 
Mr. B. says, <'It is certain that Pai4 i 
ening* or warning J'elix/' and he iiifkk 
^ers his interpretation doubly sure J&re 
this is ail by the help of Dr. Campbell, i 
Parkhurst stepped aside. 'To show th 
incorrect," says Mr. B. ''is impossible, 
scripture usage of words is allowed a o 
of interpretation." Very positive ! but 
been shown that scripture usage of thi 
already sapped the foundation of this 
and left him without any witness in th^ 
cept Dr. Campbell? And Dr. C. c 
sometimes fights, and sometimes calls 
just as he happens to suit him. But w( 
the doctor a little further on this i 
*'In cases, however," says he, *<where 
appears to be intended than the bare 
of an event, or declaration of some p 
are to consider it as equivalent to ai 
future." St. Paul may have threaten! 
ed Felix, but does any one suppose tb 
under consideration contains any p 
threatening or warning in the langua; 
ed to him, provided this was the case ? 
rather a summary declaration of what 
ched in the langqage of the historian 
part pf Paul's words io his own langnj 
if evident from the words themselves. 
^^ Uc th^i IS, be tieokled o^ VVvo^ 
A; C^mpheUf thcp, b^ slipped onl> 
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ere goes Mr. B.'s case ? We believe 11 is 
tbout testimonj." 

extract, tog-ether with what has been of- 
30Q mello, shows that no argument can be 
fjMjLjit to favour Mr. B.'s cause. It is 
rfi^peless so far as it depends upon this 

).'s next criticism is upon the word world, 
, "the Greek word here for worlds is not 
nor aion, but oikoumene. This term he 
to signify "the Roman empire including 
We will now proceed to show that he is 
Qate in this criticism. Why did he not 
arkhurst in this case, as well as on other 
1 this passage ? He undoubtedly found 
would be fatal to his exposition. Park- 
tys, ^^oikoumene signifies, 1, Ge, the earthy 
nderstood, the inhabited or habitable earth, 
I ; in Acts xvii. 6. 31, (the very passage 
is) it denotes the inhabitants of the world. 
Roman empire,^^ Here we find that the 
I primary ineaniog of oikotunene^ is the 
Jiabited or habitable earth or worlds or the 
nts of the earth or world. And he refers 
rery. passage in proof of this sense. The 
ming is, the Roman empire, and this is 
synonymous with the other, for he adds, 
om/in empire might well be called by the 
ists he oikoumene ; since near two bun* 
airs before their time Polybius had observ- 
Romans in a short time subdued the whole 
d worW^ Pltdarch meiil\oTi% inaxii cwoxi.- 
be "JRoman tporld'* ^ muOsi ^«s'^%i^ 
10 
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hurst. Schrevelius gives but one defi 
olkoumene, viz. terra habitabilis, inhah 
Loveland* gives, the inhabited or habitcu 
the human race, mankind. Thus we see 
definition of this term is against Mr/Tf*. 
Let us now inquire into its scripttri 
In Luke iv. 5, we are told that sata 
Christ all the kingdoms of the world, oil 
but Matthew, in the parallel passage, 
word kosmos — a teim used in the New T 
to signify the whole race of mankind, S 
hurst on the word kosmos. Now it is 
that Matthew understood that satanoiTei 
all the kingdoms of the whole earth, foi 
the term kosmos, a term frequently use 
vey Ihat idea. But Luke uses the term 
ne, which shows that he understood it 
yersal sense. Mr. B. quotes Matt. xxiv. 
this gospel of the kingdom shall be pn 
all the world, [oikoumene) for a witness t 
tions," to prove his sense of the term, 
manifest at first view, that it does nc 

* I will embrace this opportunity to recomr 
nltention of the public, *'A Lexicon adapted tc 
Testament, with English Definitions, by S. C. 
Tiiis Lexicon is the result of several years' labc 
compiled with great care, from a large number < 
approved Lexicons, and the best Greek authors 
of definitions it is much fuller than Schrevelius 
con generally used in our Universities. No Grei 
containing so much matter ean be had for so sm 
This, together with its correctness, renders it d< 
the patroange of the public. It is a neax A.4nvo^ 
.Jiejtr/jr 400 pnget. Price, $l,'25, bouud. 
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the Roman empire. How could it be a witness t 
all nations to preach the gospel to a part ? Be 
sides, Mark, in a parallel passage, uses the wor 
konnos» It is unnecessary to notice all the pai 
sag^ he has adduced to proye his sense of th 
term. Let it suffice to saj, that those whic 
appear to favour him the most, are of universs 
signification, as this empire signified, or rathe 
included the whole inhabited world. — Paul sayi 
Heb. i. 6, '*he bringeth his first begotten into th 
worldy^ oikoumene. But did the apostle mea 
to declare that God brought his Son into the Re 
man empire? John says of Christ, "he was in th 
toorW," kosmos^ chap. i. 10. Again, iii. 16, Vi 
♦*God so loved the world,^"* kosmos, — "he sent hi 
Son into the toorZd," kotmos. From these passs 
ges it will be seen that the sacred writers us 
oikoumene and kosmos as perfectly synonymoui 
as they relate to the subject before us. Wha 
one writer expresses by one term, another en 
presses by another. Nay, the same writer s^y 
at one time that Christ was sent into the oikot 
mene, and at another that he came into the km 
mos, when treating upon the same subject, an 
intending to convey the same meaning by hot 
terms. But I think Mr. B. will not pretend tha 
kosmos signifies the Roman empire. His crit 
cism entirely fails him upon this term. We hav 
seen that it denotes all mankind. 

We will now notice his criticism upon the wor 

krinOi rendered judge, in this passage. He sayi 

*'Jt would be a waste of time to %\tfi^ VSoaX V-tK: 

/a ibe Seventy version me^ns io rule vo^^ %^s?^ 
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Parkhunt gives no less than eteren diifeMnt 
nitioDs to this word." It is'trae that Park) 
gives eleven general definitions to krino, 
there is only one out of this number wfllbhwL 
swer Mr. B.'s purpose ; and even und^this 
eral head, he gives, to judge as the first meai 
Further, Parkhurst gives to judge or try 
9oltmn or judicial manner^ 2ls the first meanii 
the word, and refers to the very passage b< 
us as an example of its use in this sense. S 
authority of Parkhurst is against Mr. B. Bi 
says, "it would be a waste of time to show 
krino in the Seventy version means to rui 
govern.'^ In this he is correct ; for it is ou 
siness to let Paul explain his own meaning o 
term, rather than call upon the Seventy to ( 
Paul uses this term in more than thirty insta 
and Mr. B. does not even pretend that he u( 
to signify to rule. Now is it just to interpre 
word krino in this case to signify to rule^ i 
position to Paul's uniform sense of the term, 
because another writer has used it in that sc 
Scripture usage, on which Mr. B. lays so ( 
stress, teaches us that to rule cannot be its dq 
ing here. Besides, krino is the root of k 
krimay kcUakrimay &c rendered judge^ j^*dg 
damuj damnation^ &c. in the New-Testai 
Almost all those passages which speak of 
ments, and which Mr. B. applies to the d^s 
tion of Jerusalem, contain the term krino or 
of its derivatives; and Mr. B. will not pn 
ilmt they •igmfy simply tbat SernsaVem^jwa 
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'ore us, signifies io judge, aud not to rule* But if 
I ahould grant that krino in this passage meant 
nilg, it would be nothing to his purpose. For 
ft Ttry idea of ruling and governing shows 
ftt the disobedient must be punished. If he 
BiM this, he admits that there Is no punishment 
reatened in the '^ew Testament. 
Thus we see that our author is defeated in each 

hit attempts to evade the obvious meaning of 
a passage. This text, therefore, stands a firm 
itness for a future judgment. 
My next passage in proof of a future judgment 

Ileb. ix. 27, 28. '-And as it is appointed unto 
en once to die, but after this the judgment; so 
brist was once offered to bear the sins of many, 
id to them that look for him, he shall appear 
le second time, without sin unto salvation." 
etters, pp. 133 — 141. This passage needs no 
)mment. It expressly says, that the judgment 

after death. In my letters I exposed Mr. Bal- 

u's interpretation, so that our author does not 

:tcmpt to defend it, but has given another which, 

3 doubt, is original. It is this ; — after death men 

ill die or return to the dust. In answer to the 

uestion, what judgment comes after death ? he 

lys, *^The judgment of God pronounced upon all 

lankind ; Gen. iii. 19, dust thou aW, and unto 

ust Shalt thou return.^* pp. 268— S^l. This ex- 

osition is truly wonderful ; and haid it come from 

Q enemy of religion, I should have regarded it 

i^ burlesque upon the paata^e. '^^V. VaX. >^\ 

Mw iato the meaniog of tbia ^xid^gciiiaiiU ^t^Di^^ 

^^tJoD ia Gen, iii. «'daal tViou wU ^xA. >a» 
10* 
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dost shalt thou return,^ undoubtedly meai 
shaU diSfr The verse commenoes Uius — * 
sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy bre 
thou return to the ground^** ReturDing' 
ground, here, means death. It cannot m< 
decomposing of the Mty, for this would m; 
passage teach that Acram would continue 
bread after death^till this decomposilion tool 
After declaring that he must return 
ground, or die, the reason is assigned y 
must return to the ground : "For out of i 
thou taken.'' The sentiment here is, the 
die, because thou art composed of perishabl 
rials. This sentiment the Creator wis 
impress, and therefore he adds — "For di 
art, and unto dust shalt thou return." N 
evident that the declaration, "unto due 
thou return," signifies nothing more nor le 
thou sfialt die, David says of roan, "his 
goeth forth, heretumeth to his earth; in tl 
day his thoughts [projects] perish," I. 
almost the^ same expression, and Mr. B. 
standi, his returning to the earth, to sigoi 
ponl death. He cannot explain this to 
tht decomposition of ike body, for then 1 
admit that a man's thoughts survive dea 
live until the body is decomposed, 
would not only be an absurdity, but a rel 
ment of his system. From what has been 
it appears tbst returning to the dust in i 
denotes temporal death. 
We Will BOW apply th\i to ^t. 1^?« « 
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and from this he iofera with great assurance, that 
this passages must also applj to this state. It wag 
shown when remarking upon this rule of inters 
pretation, that it was extremely vague, and that 
but little dependence could be placed upon it. 
This remark applies with additional force to par* 
tides and verbs, which must occur in every sen- 
tence, whatever the theme of discourse may be. 
Tet we find that Mr. B. is disposed to rely upon 
the use of the demonstrative, thai — ^thai day^ 
Every person who has the slightest knowledge of 
the use of terms, knows that the demonstrative 
tluU refers to the more distant thing spoken of, 
and may be used on one subject as 'well as on 
another. But I will not spend time in remarking 
spon a principle so obvious. 

The phrase, <*the hour is coming," means noth- 
ing more than this— <^ Hwie is future ; and il 
Christ or any other person was treating upon ten 
thousand future events, he might say of each ol 
them that *Hhe hour was coming" in which it would 
be accomplished ; and it would be folly to say that 
these events must be cotemporary, because it was 
said the time was coming in which they would 
take place. I can illustrate this from Mr^ B.'f 
book. The scriptures speak of the coming o^ 
Christ; and yet he applies some of these passages 
to the destruction of Jerusalem, and others to th< 
general resurrection. In this manner he afi 
knowledges that the word comini^ xnai t«sJ«««R 
ercDts more or less remote, wjia^oil ^\i\^« 
to this worlds and others to lYie Ixilwt^. ^ 
giving up hi9 whole argnmoul- V V ^srfs^'^ 
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it is applied to revivals, once w u* 

\ . u- *w.t>A Fssav, and once to tne st 
JuluTibUw^ofr^^ NOW if Lb. 

r: «c me with tU. with hi. 1- 
BotU appear, to me to bejost a. f«r « 
fntt . caSe a. in the other. 1 do not ^ 
•fraJk ««arl» intend to --•* -|;,»\^ 
.igniogto pervert the ««"«» '"«^^^;^* 
pc\r. tome tobe forcinpsense a^ntiiejB^ 

«hich the sacred writer, did not inten 
S;? now noticedhi. argument, in defen- 
expo.iUonof Johnv.a8,29, and hare .e 
they are far-fetched and inconclu.we. . 
have seen thathU interpretotion of the t 
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ettert. "Aad fear not them which kill the bodJ^ 

it are not able to kill the soal ; but rather fear 

im which is able to destray both soul and bodj 

I hell." The parallel passage is Lukoxii.495, 

hich we need not transcribe. Hiese ^pmaugm 

iach us a future retribution and the fonl'i im* 

lortalitjr. We are here commanded to fear God 

om the consideration that he hath power to &mt 

I into hell after tfu body U dutroyed. As the 

ivine teacher would not use duplioitj, and at- 

unpt to excite us by imaginary moliTea^ it is 

lanifest that there was danger of being rejected 

rter death. The passage teaches also the im- 

lortality of the soul. It declares that men can 

ill the body, but cannot kill the soul, thereby 

sachittg us that the soul sunriTOs the body, aod 

» is not dependentupon it for existence. 

This passage wis treated of at laige in my 

letters, p. 187 — 205, to which the reader is refer- 

ed. It was there shown that Mr. B. first labour- 

d to show that the hmI was used expieftvefy, that 

I, to convey no idea, but used only to fill up the 

entence,and that he thea abandoned this, and in 

irect opposition to it, contended that the term 

onl signified animal life ; and that though these 

ixpositions were inconsistent with each other, he 

dopted first one and then the other, as the case at 

he moment seemed to require. And further, it 

ras shown that he strongly Intimated that thA 

rord destroy f ignifiei aniii\n\al\oti^ vcA ^ ^^ 

ime time contended that Videoole^^^ \^^ 

mt coaalo^ on the JewUli taIVoil^ «»^^ 'a5\»c 

t there wsm no certadnktr iViaA. VL "^wsN^ ^ 
13* 
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done in thee, had been done in Sodoro, it 
have remained until this day. But I say un' 
it shall be more tolerable for the land of So* 
the day of judgment than for thee." 
shown, Letters, p. 141—148, that by i 
Christ must have meant those very inha'' 
which were destroyed by fire from heaven 
their judgment was future in our Sa 
day, and consequently must be in a future 
and as Capernaum was to be arraig'ned 
same day of judgment, that must also be i 
ture state ; and as it was to be more tolera 
one than the other, one at least must be ] 
ed ; and as Sodom, Tyre, and Sidon, Ch< 
Bethsaida and Capernaum, these noted ci 
ancient and modern times, were enumerat 
showed that the judgment would be genera 
As Mr. B. has brought forward this pass 
<2ompany with several others, and has iabot 
show that it does not apply beyond death, y 
now attend to his arguments. In his last, : 
as in several of his other works, he seems 
much upon the circumstance that the art 
omitted before the phrase day of judgment, ; 
I omitted remarking upon this in my Lette 
cause I considered it of no weight, but as ! 
brought it forward again, I will offer a few 
to show that he is building upon a sandy f< 
tion. It is said by good authority, that '^fc 
fixing or omitting the article, no certain ru 
be laid down, authors using or dispensing n 
at discretion, as they thmk lYie \i^Tw\oxi^ .< 
period, or the metre of the verse, \a\ie^\.CQ!i 
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ed most commonly before universals^^^ 
T Greek Grammar, p. 133. Here we 
a good authority that there is no defi- 
br using or disusing the article in Greek. 
iversals^ that is, before terms and phra- 
leral or universal application, it is most 
omitted. The phrase, day ofjudgrnent^ 
ral or universal application, and this ac- 
the omission of the article. There are 
cnples in scripture where the article is 
nd Mr. B. himself would insert the de- 
)le, the, and not the indefinite, a. Take 
r John's gospel for instance. En arche^ 
ginning." This case is similar^ to the 
estion ; but would Mr. B. render it, in 
ig ? The same phrase occurs verse 2d. 
icse cases the article is omitted, and still 
uld insert the instead of a. In verse 14tb, 
bis phrase, monogenous para Patros, *^the 
ttenof the Father." Now would Mr. 
sober man render this, an only begotten 
;r ? No ; the case is sufficiently plain. 
does he in the other case insist upon a 
d of the day ? But if he insists upon 
ill remind him that in Matt. xii. 41, 42, 
X. 14. xi. 31, 32, the article occurs five 
»re the word judgment ; en te krisei. 
T. B. acknowledges these passages to 
I to those where the phrase, "the day 
at" is found, and if the occurrence of 
i is proof of a general day of judgment, 
s an arg-ument in our fa^oxix. tViAA^^ 
by 1 Joha It. 17, wVere ^*iKe ^a^l ^'^ 




lis llBFtT. 

judgmeai" ii spoken of» and where 
fWGon. We have then produced il 
Wtere the arfiple I/if occurs before the 
or liiiy qfjuigmenL The 

4he bihfei who were as well acqv 
t^. select as Bfr. B. to saj the least 
dered atf these passages, t^ dajr of 
apd with his system out of view, I th 
would have done the same. The abc 
clsQt to show that Mr. B.'s criticisr 
0;reek article is not at all to bis purpoi 

Mr. B. attempts, p. 253, to destroy i 
«Vir argument by telling us that the sa 
^(Mi occurs, in Proverbs, and no one f 
e^. applying it to a futuro state. Ai 
ibat ? Because a phrase occu rring in one 
lias a certain meaning, it does by no 
Xtfm that it has the same meaning in ai 
linion, and applied to another subject 
think that the phrase, day of judgment : 
Testament, must have the same mean 
passage in Proverbs ? He^ does not ; fl 
ef if applies them to different subjects < 
In this manner he confesses that his a: 

Onr Essayist contends that the judg 
ken of in the text cannot apply to a fu 
ral judgment, because it is said, Luke : 
tkat the Ninevites and the queen of 
abali rise in the judgment with tbajt 4 
f* SSI. Two remarks upon this subjeci 
t^t it 'k nothing to his purpose. 1.'- 

-«lr 



Vjcie^. o^«,„W /"""• '»l"ch „>„■« 

*"• «»« of m^' ^""''V. He aI.o' ^"^ *"• "»< 

"PO" the ear h 'f"'^^ «"*« oot ll ^- ^"^ 'et 

*aie place ;; ' " '''^* "ot t/a^u "f" '^' 'i^t 
•^«' « a term i'!"' "^y 'er«X« ""'!«'"'• 

ff"'". te object. * '*" 
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ifi the contrast on bit plan f Whj, he contra 
the kiitory of ono people with the literal pen 
«f another. See Replj to Sabine, p. 66. Tl 
he contendi that the thiogt contrasted mnat 
of the lame nature, and then contraata the ku 
ry of one place with the people of another ! ( 
p. 251— 254. I 

Once more, Mr. B. attempts to do away I 
force of Matt. xi. 23, 24, by changing- the tei 
of the verb ihall he. He quotes Macknig 
Blackn^U and Ewing to show that the fnti 
tense is somcHmes used for other tenses. And 
what does this amount ? Because it is someik 
iised in this sense, it does not follow that it is 
the =CB»e before ns. But these authorities do i 
answer his purpose ; they ought to say that i 
future tense is put for the poet and fuiure ai 
tame time. Oranting him all that his autb 
say, we will examine this subject a little nu 
closely. In the scripture' before us it is said 
9kall be more tolerable for Sodom, Tyre, and Sic 
than for Chorazio, Bethsaida, and Capemai 
Here the reit) iheUl be is applied alike to 
these cities, and whateyer the tense ought to 
it must be the same relatire to all of them. N 
^e tense of *^/ (e is evidently fviure. No n 
would think of giving it any other meaning, nnl 
ills system required it. But as Mr. B. wishes 
•chaise the tense of this verb, we will let I 
liave it his own way ; he must maiatain that 1 
tense is either jMul or |>re«ent. Is it past? Tl 
It follows ibskt Gborazin, Be\]hs^^a. vdjSl Qx^tr 
vWj were judged and condemned Vn Vi[i« ^«j 
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u Their g^ilt consisted in abusing the 
ling and miracles of Christ. Bat if thia 
ent be carried back to the daja of 8odoiD» 
lust be to preTeat Sodom's jo^fment ftwi 
in a liitnrestate» then we mot admit ttmt 
habitants of Capernaanit te. vert jwlg^A 
londemned for a crime long^ Mbre il w«e 
itted; yea, more than a thovsaiidef jMf» 
» they had existenoe ! Thm by ooftteodii^ 
the verb 9^;; be is here used hi the peit 
, he inrolres himself in the abenidify abore* 
oned. Ijet hi^n say, the% that the te&M 
be present Then the Inhahitapta of flodom 
judged more than 4 thoasand yean after 
temporal death; comeqaently thek jod|p^ 
must be in a fotore state. .And;aslff»» 
Capernaum, she was exalted up to hehrany 
rought down to heU at the sa|ne momeiit of 
! Or, to conform better to Mr. B.^i opiaioo^ 
alem was destroyed aboat iMrty years befiNW 
i destroyed! Tliese aMalbwof the mVsar^,, 
in which Mr. B. involrei hioMU; and It ii 
isible jEbr him to avoid them, mibss he ^sook 
for the strange notion, that this verb lun 
distinct tenses at the mm Umi Bot in 
>rt of this, Maoknight, kc yield bin «m> » 
ice. 

it belabours tbpraye thatSodon^iirfMlrticfJM 

tpoken of in the jMfl tense. In enswttr to 

I will say as I did in aqr Lstteiei p. lUk 

» it follow that her /wiigsMilf Is ^sii^MMflMi 

Upntead that eorifldAsA \M\A^NnftVis! 
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because he has been taken by the officer. Be^ 
cause Sodom^s overthrow is uDderstood to hepcui, 
agreeable to the declaration of Christ, are we to 
conclude that another event, her judgment^ most 
be past also, in direct opposition to the language 
of the same divine Teacher? Because we believe 
Christ's declaration in one verse, must we, to be 
' consistent, contradict a declaration of his, equal* 
ly express, in the next V^ This is what Mr. E 
requires of us. 

. We have now attended to Mr. B.'s objectioDS) 
and have found tliat they do not present any 
difficulty against our vicw^s. The passage in 
question contains good proof of a future judgment 
The divine Teacher declares It to be future, and 
from the very nature of the case, it must be in a 
future state. 

2 Pet. ii. 9, is the next passage adduced. *'The 
Lord knoweth how to deliver the godly out of 
temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto the 
day of judgment, to be punished."— This passage 
like the onu before examined speaks of the day of 
judgment at which some will be punished. It ex- 
pressly declares that the unjust are reserved or 
Jcejft to that day for that very purpose. This 
shows not only that they will be punished at that 
day, but it also teaches us that they are not pun- 
ished as they pass along ; for it would be al»urd 
to say that men are reserved to any particular 
period to be punished, if they are punished as fast 
aa they commit sin— at one time as mnch u at 
MDotber. Thus we see tbat Wi\% ^«««^ «l&t«v 
riew, teMche» a future indgm^nl. ^^t ^X^ wn^^ 
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;«P»ai.Le«f. He „,r"^' '^ tCl '*'"'*• 
*» P«.ve that men 2f,\'*°"«"«'e. !.« ,^ """'J 
*««« 4fh. ..^! .,^" *« called to .» "^"men 

«*») and delivered /k^*" ''""a to h«i f *"«•«'• 
to be re,erred^l**«»n «te chain, i' ^*"*'»*- 

"OudgmentTo L •'^ '''« ""/uw*" ^*' ^'d 
'hi" 9th ve«« ^P'"^»''«d.'' TK *'•""« tie day 

^« sfafes in ZT . "•«"» drew v ""*'■' ^"t 
""" «•« aiir* ^"'' "" '^e Ta^e L' 'T'"'«'»- 

"•^ to be thuT "•"'T'ed to L^ J''^^ Pawed 
' ^V of L "''"'fed 8p?5:. ^^ P'^^a ''We 

f'frttte/t'' "'*" """ew that ,u 
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ment, and that the rery word iartorw would coo- 
▼cy that idea to their minds. If this opinion W 
been erroneous, be would hare corrected it. Ps- 
ter was constitutionally bold and daring, and mi : 
ardently attached to the gospel of his master; U 
would therefore expose any error which they hii 
imbibed. Whoever reflects upon tbe boldneii 
and independence of Peter, when at Jerusalen, 
and a prisoner there, cannot easily believe that 
be would fear to express his real sentiment in ai 
epistle addressed to his own brethren. See Ac& 
iv. 5^13. Mr. B. would have us believe that 
Peter, in this case, spoke only in accommodaticRi 
to the belief of his brethren. Well, his epistle 
was addressed to Christians, <<to them that had 
obtained like precious faith with himself, through 
the righteousness of God." 2 Pet. i. I. Now it 
appears that those to whom Peter addressed him- 
self had obtained a true faith— a faith obtained by 
the righteousness of God and Christ 7o admit 
that these believed in a future judgment is to ad- 
.mit that it is a truth of God. Peter speaks of 
of casting these persons down to hell, as a truth 
not disputed, and to show that he was not speak* 
in^ in accommodation, to their views, he places 
this fact by the side of the destruction of tbe old 
world and Sodom. Peter, as a faithful apoatle, 
or even as a man of common honesty, would not 
have used such language, unless he knew a fu- 
ture judgment to be a fact. Mr. Balfour may 
believe that Peter pursued the course which some 
undoubtedly do at this day« which it, to pnaeh 
whatever will he^i suit tbe i^p\e Bu\ if% )Ka:ii 



REPLT. Ill 

too mucb rMpect tbr tba apcxtla to admit sack t 
positioD. 

From nhat hu been offered, it will be teeo tba 
Feter and those Christian* to trhom be addreasei 
lumMlf, believed that the nieiseatfera whoHinitft 
were reaerred in chains of darkness to the jadg 
ineaL Having stated this fact, he infers a gene 
ral judg-meDt. He a a; s, verse 6, that the case 
he h«d mentioDed were "ensamplei unto tbosi 
that after should live uogodlj ;" aod when hi 
comes to the Utli verse, he speaks of the ongodlj 
iogeneral, raeanio^ all the unECMaiy. Now th 
apoitle's argument is clearlj this ; — "If," or rinw 
«• the passage may wUli justice be rendered, aw 
al the same term is rendered in the scriptures— 
•^ince God spared not the anjrels that sianed 
but cast them down to hell, and reserved them ii 
cbaina of darkness onto the judgment, the Lore 
knoweth how to reserve the unjust generally li 
tbe day of judgment to be panished." This is thi 
apostle's argument, and it appears decisive on thi 
point. He not only teaches us that men are nol 
paniihed fully u they pass along, but he tells at 
that they are reserved to a day of judgment, anc 
the whole scope of his reasoning goea to sho* 
tkat it will take place in a future state. Ani 
he not only advances this as his sentiment, bn' 
ai the sentiment of hia brethren. For a full de 
fence of this interpretatioa, see my Letten, p 
146—155. 

We'will now notice the objections which Mr 
B.^sffiM* Maraimt th'a exDOiitioD. &e« «• ^tEilS>— ^Sf 
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Gxpoaition of tho pats^e introduces confuiion 
into the apostle's reasoningf. We hai^e already 
seen that our riew of it makes his argufflent 
clear and forcible. But on Mr. B.'8 interpreta- 
tion the argument would amount to this :— -SiDoe 
God spared not the angels that sinned, but out 
them down to hell, and reserved them in a fotnn 
state unto the judgment, the Lord knows how to 
destroy Jerusalem, by the help of the Roman \t 
gions ! Such reasoning would be no great honoir 
to an uninspired man. 

Our essayist thinks that this judgment cannot 
be general, because it is said, in Terse 10th, <*Bi( 
chiefly them that walk after the flesh,'' &c. ITpon 
this he asks, '^Why any chiefly in this case, if all 
the unjust are neseryed to the day of judgment, 
at the end of the world ?" I will ask, in my turn, 
why any chiejly in the case, if the judgment cane 
upon the whole Jewish nation at the destmctioo 
of Jerusalem ? Mr. B. believes that many will 
be punished at that time, besides those of whom 
the apostle was speaking in this verse ; and if 
this presents any difficulty, it is against his ex- 
position as much as against mine. 

Again, he says, ^Teter says nothing of the 
end of the world in this passage or the con- 
text," and from this he infers that the judgment 
cannot be at the end of time. It would bo a suf- 
ficient answer to this to say, that Peter says 
nothing about the destruction of Jernsalem in 
this passage, and hence it cannot apply to that 
event But in the very next chapter* when treat- 
MDff upon (he same subject) \\\e a.^^W« m^^idm ^ 
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t end of the worUL Verse 7tb, we read, «*Bat 

t beaveoB and the earth, which are now, bj the 

Qe word are kept in store, reserved unto fire 

liast the day of judgement and perdition of an- 

ily men." Here the destruction of the earth 

(poken of, and is represented as taking^ place at 

I day of judgment. And what settles the qnes- 

a relative to the meaning of the word earthy is 

the two preceding rerses, Peter tells that it 

8 the same earth which was destroyed by the 

id. This shows that the earth or world which 

to be destroyed is the literal earth or world. 

sides, this is one of the plainest passages in 

ipture on the subject of the destruction of 

earth, and unless Mr. B. admits this doctrine, 

idle for him to maintain the restitution of all 

?s ; for as long as men contiuue to liye here 

toy do at present, a uniFersal salvation can 

r take place. 

rther, Mr. B. contends that the main passage 

e, viz. 2 Pet. ii. 9> cannot allude to a future^ 

al judgment, because it is said in that chap* 

\t their damnation did not slumber nor their 

;nt linger, and that their destruction was 

But the whole force of this objection is 

Fay by the apostle when treating upon this 

bjcct. Peter predicted this very state of 

He tells that some would come in the 

3, and from the circumstance that this 

d not taken place, would conclude that it 

ould; and would ask, ^'Where U IVa 

fhJs coming?" He then soe% oii\a i^ko^ 
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, "But» beloved, be not ignorant ^ tki 
, that one day is with the Lord m ^ 
(rears, and a thonsand years as one daj 
is not slack concerning his promise i 
count slackness ; but is long sufieria 
I ; but the day of the Lord will come i 
the night," verses 8—11. This passaf 
at God is not slack concerning his proi 
hat the day of the Lord will come as 
16 night. And then to meet this vei 
we are considering, he tells us that oi 
the Lord is as a thousand years, and 
years as one day. This is the repl 
apostle made to those who offered th 
and it is as pertinent now as it wi 

nore ; Mn B. attempts to support b 
I of the passage by a criticism upc 
rendered punished. His words are- 
b kolazOi here rendered io be pttnidiit 
says Farkhurst, to rwfratn." — ^No 
that? Restraint in this case most \ 
nful or it must not. If it be painful, 
le as punishment; and if it be notpaii 
iccording to Mr. B.'s exposition of tk 
there was no pain at the destruction i 
I. His criticism then only involves hi 
ty. — We have already seen that oi 
ne times takes a very partial view of tl 
3 quotes ; this is true in the case befoi 
1 what he quotes from Parkhnrst I 
give the impression iXAXTaaVm&^il 
omlr meaninir ef koloxo. l^oiw ite t 
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it, Parkhunt does turf irlre ratrain m the meui- 
lag of fed/am, bnt simply says it is derired from * 
Hebreir word irhich sigtiifies to rftram. When 
Parkhunt defiae* kalaxo, he eivei to puniMh w 
tbe only meaning, and refen to 3 Peter ii. 9, oi 
which he obierres, "that kolatomtnou* ii used fo: 
Jada*thesomtiu>iity to be punithed hereafUr." Thui 
we see that the aatbority of Parkhunt initeai 
of favouriog Mr. B. completely coafutei him 
Be de£nea kolan in tbia case to signiry to puntij 
ktm^r. Now if Mr, B. wished to give bis read 
■r infbrmatioii vpon this iDbject, why did he no 
qootfl Parkhunt fairly, that tbe reader migh 
judge correctly in the case P and not attempt b 
impose upon the unlearned reader by giving 
lalse quotation? 

When Mr. B. was rcniBrkiDgupoD this passage 
lie says, that 1 have given a palpable ratrrepTttet 
iaiitm of what he said upon the word rettrvt, ] 
359. 1 \)ad prepared an answer showtog tha 
the miirepreBsntatioQ waa od the other band 
but on reflection I thought it would only b 
tnubling the reader with what did not relate t 
the subject in dispute, and bo have concluded f 
reqaest Mr. B. to U»ok at the subject again, ao 
be wouM see on which side the misrepresentatio 
lies. 

To conclude, we have ezanuned 2 Pet. ii- ) 
and hare seen that it contains proof of a futuj 
general judgment. We have seen that tl 
1 .teaches that wicked men are not dnl 



aia iiJt; iftuguagc WA «,uw ..WM....^^ 
thor alludes with ^reat coQfidenc 
he calls them, stated in his first 
of these facts might easily be shi 
tionsy and others have no bea 
One of his boasted facts is, that 
ver taught this doctrine. Thii 
giog the question. Besides, 
seen that the apostles did te: 
Peter tells us that men are pun 
Future punishment can be tai 
guage as well as by that usee 
Another of his foots is, that th 
stance in which hades is thougl 
ishment. In answer to this, 1 
that Luke xx. 34, 35, is the 
which Oiis aion and Ifiat aion m« 
ih0 fiduvB world. The course 
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in; njoct«d mfter dntb. It would bfl OHleH ui 
mb«urd to Ubonr for fntar* mcc«ptaDC«, if ther 
wu BO powibilily of uif one'i bein^ rejectad 
The coniidentioD of hu labonriag that ha mi^h 
teaccapted, wban abieDt from tbe bodj, loppot 
ea that there wbi dan^r of not being' icceptad 
and that tbote who did not labour thui, wonld ax 
perieoce thia rejection. The probabilitf of beinf 
rajacted in a futnre itate, the apmtle enforce* b] 
Ibli contideratioQ ; — "For ire matt all appear b« 
for tbe jodgment-ieat of Christ; that erer^ oni 
inaj re(:ciTe tba thing-i done in bii bodj." Tbfi 
claarlj iboiri that the jadgroenc will be aflei 
death, when men are abient from the bodj. Tbt 
^MNtle layi, TSna 6th, <'While we ere at bouM 
in the bodj, we are absent from tha Lord." Sinn 
at tba jodfinent we are to itand befora the jaig 
tnent-Beat of Cbriit, and while we are at borne it) 
the bodf, we are abieotfrom IheLord, itiimaoi' 
feat that (he judgment mast be after death. It 
•lao appean that thU judgment ii umvertal; "Wt 
mvat oJI appear befora the jndgment-ieat." Thii 
aanUment it conSimed bjr the tama apoBtle, Ron, 
xiT. 10, II, 13, "For we sball aU itand before tha 
jodgment-teat of Chiigt. For it ii written, A« 1 
Uve, laith the Lard, entry knee ihall botr to nie, 
and ntry tongue ihall coafeit to God. So then 
nery om ^ u» aball i:ire an acconnt of bimielf to 
Gad." Hera Paul la^a tbat oil ihall itand befora 
tba jndfment-iaat, that nwry knee and awry 
toBgae iball anbtnit, and that eeerif ona ^btU ^« 
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doing Tiolenoe to these unlipiiU^ termB, but ii io 
fact, admitting that only a ptrt of mankind ire 
accoantable to their Maker. 

The apdatle's argument it dear and cogent In 
the first place, he informs us that there is danger 
of being rejected, when absent from the body. He 
then states the ground of this danger, viz. that 
there will be a future, general judgment at which 
some will be rejected. His argument is briefly 
this :— There Will be a future, general jadgmeot, 
at which some will be rejected, therefore we la- 
bour that we may not be of that number. On ear 
interpretation, the argument is clear and fordblet 
but on any other interpretation the argnment'is 
lost. On Mr. B.'s plan the argument, if aigi- 
ment it could be called, would stand thus— We 
labour that wo may not be rejected qfUr death, 
because Jerusalem will be destroyed in this world! 
Another absurdity attendant upon Mr. B.'s expo* 
sition is this ; — he makes the destruction of Jero* 
salem the motive which induced St. Paul and oth- 
ers to labour that they might be accepted. Now 
. on his view of the subject, those of us who liTt 
since that event, have no motive to excite ns to 
action ! In fact, it would appear from the gen* 
eral train of his writings, that the whole dispen- 
sation of rewards and punishments began and 
ended with the siege of that devoted city. Fwt 
more full exposition of the passage before m, 
see my Letters, p. 154—158. 

We will now notice Mr. B.'s defence of his ex- 
poaitioQf wee p. 298—304. HVa ^1 ^ f ya a B awfl i ^ 
drawn from the acrinlUre u^nee «t bemmloa^Ttn 
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whole drift of his reasoning*, show that he 

existence at {hat time ! Mr. B. is not 
!ar upoQ this subject. But he means to 
hrist the preacher, or he does not. If he 
t, then he contradicts the language of the 
. Peter says «<Christ went and preached,'' 
iilr. B. does not admit this, he does not 
y the authority of the inspired apostle. 

avoid this he will say, that he makes 
he preacher, agreeable to the declaration 
3ter. Then he is driven to the absurdity 
nentioned; he makes him preach thous- 
years before he had any existence. It is 

that he does mean to make Christ the 
r, and as Christ had no existence at that 
is whole exposition is exploded by itself 

is it in his power to extricate himself 
is difficulty without involying himself in a 
If he admits Christ's pre- existence, 
3 allows that spirits exist in a disembodied 
then all he has said against ieparate exit^ 
ast be given up. He may now choose 
1 two evils ; he may say that Christ had a 
stent spirit, and so give up his doctrine of 
ilism, or he may say that Christ had no 
stent spirit, and so give up his interpre- 
>f this passage. | 

if our author should admit the pre-exis- 
f Christ, and so yield his doctrine of ma- 
D, it would not assi&l Viiui \^>3afe \«m.v 
ItM that Noah wa% \>i^ ijrte'a.Oafc^. fe^^^ 

by what did I^oah ^xe^'^\^'^ "^^'^^t^' 
'7 the.pirit of God, or Oo^^^^^^ 



puH(a. Vena I. "Wm bar* « honrt a 
Bat wen tha mea of that gaDeration ) 
onei which hare this bearenly honM P 1 
B> tell* at that this refcn to tha return 
which aU meo have an iaterait Vena 
that ara of thii tabaraacle do graan." JE 
themen of that gBDention the only men 
habit tbit body of clay ? Thit will nol 
tended. Id fact the proDouu ue and u* > 
erery jena from Itt to lOtb, and in any 
limit them to that (^Deration would inri 
abtardity. Efen if they tbould he limit* 
lievan, it would not apply to believen in 
only, Hr. B.'s arpument then it entire! 
But if we tbould allow fail ar^meat to be 
would be fatal to bit doctrine of the ratoi 
Paal writing to the iBma CorinthiaDi, tai 
XT. SI, " We Bbatl not all sleep, bat tM 
be changed." Thit paaiige it mucb nwre 
tire in proof that the retutreetion took | 
that generation, than the other pattafa 
the judgement spoken of wet confined to tii 
eration. la Ihe one paitage Mr. B. adm 
Paul was doubtful, but in the other he ia pt 
"We ihail not all sleep or die." So in 1 T 
15, ha taya, " We which are alire" at Ih 
rectioa. Now our author may tain whtcl 
he pleatei : he may tay that bit argnnen 
M* it Mlacioni, or admit that the ganan 
rectioa took place in the apottoUa age ! 

Hr. B. applies thit paitaf e of conrM 
dMtmoUaa of Jflroialem. But, vmo^&m 
tor^, Paai wu dead baton Qial T«ntAt ^ 
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iG be rewarded at that time, seeing there 
intermediate existence on Mr. B.'s plan ? 
ifficultj he felt^ and attempted to remoye 
ing* us that Paul was rewarded after death. 
)w was he rewarded ? How ? Why, by 
: a great name behind him ! ««Paul, the 
8| and the prlmitire Christians," says Mr. 
di be had in everlasting remembrance ;'' 

This, then, is the <<great reirard," the 
ruptible crowp," which Jesus promised to 
thful ! He will grant them the bubble, hort' 
they will wait patiently till they are dead, 

they cannot receive it ! The great and 
s reward which the gospel holds out to the 
id faithful follower of Christ, is /ame, 

——a fancied life in others* breatb, 

i thing beyond us, e*ea before our death/' 

to be regretted that men of sense and 
nt will have recourse to such pitiful shifts 

a sinking system. 

re I dismiss this passage, I will notice an- 
istance of Mr. B.'s cavilling. In remark- 
in Rom. xi7. 10, I said that the term vie 
lot apply to belierers only. This Mr. B. 
le of the greatest mistakes that was ever 

But on the very next page he tells us it 

to unbelievers as well as to belieyers. 
sr pointing out my very great mistake, he 
I in almost the same breath that it was no . 
i at all! 

bare now attended to a few paasa^s which. 
^fa/uiure judgment. Instead ol \\%\«:vo% 
fresenty the sacred wiitera amtoxvc^l ^^' 
12* 
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present it as future. Thejr speik of it u aa 

eyent yet to be accomplished. They call it a 
judgment to comt^ and say it is afUr deaik> In- 
stead of its being an eyent which is taking plaM 
from day to day, they unite in declaring that it if 
to take place at a particular specified peiHoJL 
They assert that God hath appoirUtd or nt apoH 
a period or day for that purpose. And initead ttf 
its being confined to the Jewish nation, or thoM 
upon the earth at any particular time, they in* 
form us that the judgment is general, that Sodom, 
Tyre, and Sidon, Cboraziu, Bethsaida, and Caper- 
naum, nay, that the whole world shall be judged, 
and that alt shall stand before Christ. We have 
also seen that these passages speak of this jndg- 
ment as though the doctrine was generally be- 
lieved. Nay it is an admitted fact, that those for 
whom the scriptures were written, and to whom 
they were addressed, believed in a future retribu- 
tion. Under these circumstances, the sacred 
writers could not, as faithful teachers, or eyen as 

, honest men, have used the language they did, 
had they not been believers in this doctrine. 

Now while these passages are express in teach* 
ing a future judgment, Mr. B. cannot prodooo • 
single text, which declares that all judgment is 
confined to this world. Though he has writ(jea 
three volumes, and several smaller pieces in do* 
fence of his views, he has not to my knoirlo%i 
produced or attempted to produce a solitary text 
which asserts or implies that all puniahmant is 
coa£ned to this state. And w\ttV« >^ a^miXa ^kil 

Jtp bM§ no scriptures wVic\idec^a.i% lYA^^noMri ^a 
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li God railed him from the dead. Iq 
IS io many others, oar author happens 4 

ken. We admit that God raised Christ 
ad, hat this famishes no proof that he 
ised hy his disemhodted spirit. God 
(leans, or through second causes. We 
various passages that God will judge 

and in other passages we are told how 
omplishit. He will judg^ the world 
Inborn he hath ordained for that very 
in like manner he raised Christ hy the 

Christ's spirit. This is taught by 
self. "I lay down "my life," says he, 
Y take it again. I have power to lay it 

have power to take it again. This 
ent have I received of my Father." 
—19. Here we are told by divine au- 
t the resurrection of Christ was effect- 
twn disembodied spirit, Mr. B.'s asser- 
contrary notwithstanding. 

difficulty in Mr. B.'s exposition is this 
es the pneumo, Mpirit^ by which this 
was effected, the spirit of God, or God 
lat is, he uses the term spirit to signi- 
poreal being. But in the very next 
makes the same term pneunuiy tpirilf 
y different meaning, viz. corporeal he- 
rn in the flesh. Now if the word spirit 
I immfUeriaJy incorporeal being in the 
ce, as Mr. B. a\\ow%^^\k^ xia\.^^>n. 
eaning* in the ▼et'j tk«il '^wift'l "^^^ 
a as no intimaliofi \SMl\i%^'»»^^, 
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SCRIPTURE PROOF OF A FUTURB 
RETRIBUTION* 



Huylng already shown that there will be a i» 
tore judgment) at which some will be condemiii^ 
I will now introduce several other peai^ 
which confirm us in the belief that those who db 
impenitent will be punished after death. John « 
28, 29, is the first passage I shall iDtrodooi 
"Marvel not at this ; for the hour is comiog, li 
the which all that are in their graves shall hen 
his voice, and shall come forth ; thej that han 
done good unto the resurrection of life, and they 
that have done evil unto the resurrection of das 
nation." This passage not only teaches a letr^ 
bution, but a retribution which is to take plaei 
at a forHculary Mpecified time ; and so goesdirect« 
ly against that system which teaches na that mei 
are retributed as they pass along — as mnoh al 
one time as at another. In verse 25, Christ a^ 
<<Verily, verily, I say unto you, the hour is ooadagi 
and now is, when the dead shall hear the naee d 
the Son of God, and they that hear shell Om,^ 
This is undouhtedly a s|aritual ormonlrami 
rection. But a moral resurrection ezolodfle tb 
idea of a retribution. It teaches only tbat ths 
dead in rin shall awake to a sense of ^HtjitJafy. 
After speaking of a moral tesnrreQtkm jflPJiaiiii 
S5tb, Jesas says, Tersoa % and ^, ^ot «k ^ 
leather hath life in bimaelf; «a Via^ Via |^«a 
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Son to haTO life in himself; and hath g^irt 
authority to execute judgment altOy becaus 
s the Son of man." Here the divine Teache. 
only speaks of \k\\ ability to impart tb«\ 
of which he had spoken in rerse 25, but ol 
ability to execute judgment dUo. Execu- 
; judgment is spoken of as something^ new— 
ethingf in contradistinction from impartial^ 
itual life. Thus we see that he changed 
subject of discourse ; from a moral resur- 
tion, which excludes the idea^^f a 'retribu- 
1) he changed to a literal one^ connected 
h a retribution. 

ly comparing the passages together, we plain* 

tiscover that the 28th and 29th verses teach 

Dctrine entirely different from the 25th. In 

ry particular they are dissimilar. One stri- 

' instance of dissimilarity is this :— in verie 

it is said, ''the dead shall hear." The term 

is very frequently used to denote thMpirit- 

dead — ''dead in trespasses and •ins.^JSut 

rse 28, it is said, "all that are in tlieir|rr*wt 

Mtoi*) shall hear." The term rnnmA^ 

5<dlri, is defined by Parkhurst, Ewing, Schr«« 

and others, to signify z. monutMnt far mk 

(om&, sepulchre. Wakefield renders it 

Here is not the least intimation that the 

ever used to signify moral guilt. St. John 

Mpel alone nses this term sixteen or sev- 

limes, and in every instance except the 

lestion, it will be admitted that it denotes 

J of the litemlij dead. N«y, vVvfc \«tuk 

^quentlj in ih9 New Te%t.«tt«iA% «^^^^ 
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gospel. This objection is in 

in my Letters, to which I ref 

The exposition given of tb 

is confirmed by the apostle ir 

says, "For, for this cause waj 

ed also to them that are dcac 

judged according to men in th€ 

ing to God in the spirit." Chaj 

expressly says that the gosp^ 

dead. The term nekros, here 

land defines, "dead, vjUhowt r 

Schrevelius gives mortuw, (« 

body) ^s the meaning of nefci 

d.^nd. that is, naturally dead,a 

meaning. We readily adifiiti 

times employed to denote sp 
. . ..i^^f,in<^erstandinfirthc 
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to undentand, thoic who are literally alive, and 
those who have departed this life. The same 
expression occurs in Rom. xiv. 9. ^'Christ 
died, aad rose, and revived, that he might he 
Ijord both ef the dead^ {nekron) and of the livingy 
(^zerUoTKy^ In this passage there can be no dis- 
pute but that Uving and dead are used literally. 
The terms in the original are the same as in 1 Pet. 
iv, 5. The passage in Romans not only goes to 
£x the meaning of the one in Peter, but it declares 
that the dead are Christ's, as much as the living, 
«nd so are proper subjects of his care and atten- 
tion. The same phrase occurs in Acts x. 42, <^he 
was ordained of God to be the judge of quick (zon- 
ton) and dectd (nekron.)'' There can be no dis- 
pute but that nekrorhy in this passage denotes the 
literally dead. This meaning is fixed by the con- 
text. In the preceding verse we read — *<did eat 
and drink with him [Christ] after he arose from 
the.d«u2 (nekron.)" Here nekron means the 
literally dead, and in the yery next verse, it is 
said that Christ will judge the quick and dead, 
(nekron.) The context then teaches us to under- 
stand the terms, quick and dead in a literal sense. 
These passages not only confirm the doctrine of a 
future, general judgment, but they show us in 
what sense, we are to understand the passage in 

Peter. 
Peter says that Christ will judge the quick and 

the dead^ These terms we have already teen, 

ieaote the literal living and dead, l^tyn \\i VN^^ 

•rjr next verse he say a the goa^^\ ^^"^ -^xe.^^^^ 

the dead. We are constrained V\ve\SL Vo w.^^ 
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cism, the passage would ioform ut that at tl 
eventful period, men would stand on their ft 
No wonder such an important declaration i 
introduced with — "Marvel not at this !^ 1 
destruction of Jerusalem appears to be the the 
with Mr. B. To this period he refers almost ev 
threatening^ in the New Testament. Let a ] 
son who was totally ignorant of the New Tei 
ment read Mr. B.'s writings and consider thei 
just representation of the gospel, and he woalc 
led to conclude that the destruction of Jemsa! 
was the grand object to which the New Tei 
ment looked, thet the whole dispensation of 
wards and punishment began and ended with 
siege of that devoted city. The destructioi 
Jerusalem appears to be the nerve and man 
Kfe and eoulot his system. Talce away this, 
his system is annihilated forever. In a word, 
advocates of this system might with- the utn 
propriety call themselves by the name of Ti 
the Roman general, for he performed an all- 
portant part of this system. 

Mr. B. has so much to say about Jerutalem^ 
destruction of Jermaleniy k,c. that we will fi 
moment turn our attention to that subject 
tells us again and again and again that^men w 
rewarded according to their deeds at the dMti 
tion of Jerusalem. But why apply passages wli 
speak of a just retribution to that period, to ' 
exclusion of any other ? His system requires tl 
men in every age be justly retributed. Than 
there fot6 no more propnety ot siV^VsVa^ ^^ 1 
Moge tefore ni aadotheT% n^as^ivw^^ ^ ^ 



be deitnictioiiof Jeraialem than to Um 
Troy. If all men are puniihed equi- 
is world, ihii retribution mnit take 
erj B^e, and cooioqnentlj men were 
ed according to tlieir deedi at the det* 
>re than at any other time. Tbia wu 
irn in my Letters, and Mr. B. has met - 
the principal part of my book, that ii* 
it by in EJIence. But be insist* that a 
i retributioa did take place at the dei- 
r Jerusalem, and that both Jewt and 
'ere included in it. -See pp. 280, 381< 
lul in Rom. i, and Mr. B. in many parts 
. represent the Gendlet as abominably 
foiv let us appeal to plain mallera of 
It punishment did tboto vile heathen, 
ninable Gentiles, those blood. Ihirstjr 
perieoce at the destruction of Jernsa- 
y, Ihey obtained a complete triumph 
snemiea ; they captured the proud city 
m, and thus put an end to the irar ! 
is the awful judgement due to their deep- 
]uity, of irhicb Mr. B. so frequently 
juch jadgmtnU, (the reader will pardon 
sion of the terms, for it grows out of 
ippoeed] are what every ambitions con- 

aw see what reward was granled to the 
(bat period. Id Malt. xziv. which Mr> 
to the dettmctioD of Jemsalen, we 
: reward the disciptet and MXavvm^ 

•.Vwf. "Then mtisU Ihfra &&^1«t -^im'O^ 
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hated of all nations for my name's sake. Then 
let them which be in Judea, flee into the moan- 
tains ; let him which is in the hoase top not come 
come down to take away any things out of tbe 
house ; neither let him which is in the field re- 
turn back to take his clothes." This then is tbe 
great and glorious reward which the true follow- 
ers of Christ experienced at the destruction of 
Jerusalem ; they were hated^ afflicUd^ and some 
of them put to death* Those who suryif^ed Uus 
persecution could save their lives only by flying 
naked and destitute to the mountains ! Now if 
persecution in every shape and form can be con- 
sidered a reward, then the true followers of Chriit 
were rewarded at the destruction of JenualeDt 
Thus we see that there was nothing like a jnit 
retribution to every individual at the destmoUoB 
of Jerusalem. It was shown in my Letters, |k 
64 — 74, that national calamities might be juit 
upon a nation as such, but could not be apportion- 
ed to the deserts of individuals, and consequently! 
they showed tbe necessity of a future retributioB* 
All this will apply to the destruction of Jemit- 
lem. This judgment could not be apportioned to 
the deserts of every individual, as we have already 
seen. Mr. B.'s exposition of this passage then, 
is not only absurd, but contrary to plain matters 
of fact. 

But he has an argument drawn from the OM of 

the phrasi[$, "the hour is coming," which he thinki 

is conclusive evidence that the pasBage does not 

apply to a future state. He ^rodinnBA %im^r9X 

iastaaces in irhich tU'w pViTwe«LiPlf\w V^ ^is^^1^»te^ 
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ID tbis he iorert with greit Bsauraace, thftt 
;ga^s mult ftlio applj to thia state. It w>* 

nhea remarkic^ npon this rale of inter- 
□Q, that it was extremely vagne, and that 
lie dependence could be placed apon it. 
imark applies with additional faroe to par- 
and verba, which mutt occur in ererj aen- 
w/iatcver the theme of discoorfe may b«. 
s fiod that Mr. B. ia dispoied to rely npon 
le of the demonstrative, lluit-~*'lhat day." 

person who has the ilighteit knowledge of 
eoftemiB, knows that the demonstrative 
ifers to the more distant thing spoken of, 
lay be used on one subject as well as on 
ir. But I will not spend time in remarking 
I principle so obvious. 

phrase, "the hour is coming," means ooth- 
lore than this — the time it future ; and if 
: or any other person was treating upon tea 
vdA future eveota, he might say of each of 
that "the hour was coming" in which it would 
^omplished ; and it would be folly to say that 

events most be cotemporary, became it was 
he time was coming in which they would 
[>lace. I can illustrate this from Mr. B.'s 
The scriptures speak of the comiag of 
t ; and yet he applies some of these passages 
1 destruction of Jerusalem, and others to the 
■al resurrection. In this manner he ac- 
ledges that the word coming may represent 
[s more or less remote, some of wt\c*i «?^T 
■-a world, and others to tbe iatai«. 'SU'^V 
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pret hit book as ho does the scriptare, he wonM 
complain that I was penrertinif his meaning^. I 
will mention one instance that the reader may see 
its injustice. In his Introduction^ the phraiOi 
'Hhej are," occurs three times, pp. 5, 89 12. Ones 
it is applied to reyivals, once to the texts exam- 
ined in his third Essay, and once to the aubjecti 
discussed in his whole book. Now if I should at- 
tempt to show that he must hare been treating 
upon the same subject, in each of these cases, be* 
cause he uses the same phrase, he would haye ret* 
son to accuse me with trifling^ with his lang^oa^ 
But it appears to me to be just as fair reatoniiif 
in this case as in the other, I do not by these 
frank remarks intend to accuse our author of de- 
signing to pervert the sacred oracles, but he ap> 
pears to me to be forcing' a sense upon the scripturei 
which the sacred writers did not intend. We 
have now noticed his arguments in defence of hb 
exposition of John v. Q8, 39, and have seen that 
they are far-fetched and inconclusive. Nay, we 
have seen that his interpretation of the text des- 
troys its obvious meaning, involves absurdities 
and is contrary to plain matters of fact. This 
passage contains good proof of a future retribo- 
tion; it teaches us that at some future period, 
the good and bad shall awake from the grave, one 
to the enjoyment of bis happiness, the other to t 
state of misery. This is confirmed by another 
passage which declares that "there tbmllbea 
resurrection of the dead, both of the jvH aad 
m^'uii,^^AeU xxiv. 15. 
Matt X. 98, is the next p«i%H% lA&omliVkvq 



. "Aai fear not them nliich kill the body, 
not able to kill tbe lonl ; but nlher fear 
icb ia able to iMtnj betb tool aod tiodf 
' The parallel paiiage is l4ike xib i, S, 
re need not traiwGribe. Theie fuuftm 
i a future retribation aitd tbe vml't im- 
[j. We are here commanded to fear God 
a coDsideratioD that he hath power to cait 
bell afttr tht body it dutrw/td. A» the 
eocher would not n>e daplioity, and at- 

excite m b; imaginarj motiTes, it u 
it that there wasdangerofbeinK rejected 
lath. Tbe pcusage teaches alto tbe im- 
t; of tbe soul. It declarea that tnen can 
: body, but canDot kill the soul, tbereby 
gnt that the aoul lurrives tbe bed;, and 
t dependent upon it for esisteaoe. 

pastage wu treated of at lars* in mj 
I, p. 187 — ^205, to irhich the reader ii refer- 
t wa* there sbonn that Mr. B. fint labour* 
loir ttiat tbe leul wai used apktitely, that 
aQTe; no Idea, but used only to fill up the 
i:e,aad that he tiiea abandoned thie, and in 
□ppoBition to it, cmtended that the term 
^ified animal life) and that thoDsh these 
jons were incoDsiiteet with each other, he 

1 fint one and then tbe other, as the case at 
meat aeemed toreqaire. And farther, it 
own that he stronglj intimated that the 
datroy aieniCes annihilation, and at the 
.ime contended that it denoted tbe v^iS^- 
vwiag oa the Jewish natwn; vnli W^c ^&\ 
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flicted, thereby leaTing^ us to conclude that Jeru- 
salem was never destroyed. And still further, 
that he declared that*the fear of God waa strongl/ 
inculcated, from the consideration of what God 
could do in a future state, and at the same time 
laboured to show that the passag^e applies to tbii 
world ! All this was shown in my Letters, and 
as it' the list of contradictions was incomplete, ha 
has since added another. He says, 1st inq. p. 189i 
"the fear of God is strongfly inculcated ;*' but Id 
his Essays he recommends to the attention of bii 
readers a paper in the Universalis t Magazine) 
which is designed to show that instead of incol- 
cating* fenr, the passnofe is desis^ncd to dissu&da 
men from fearing^ God. This shows that Mr. & 
is determined that the passage shall not teach i 
future retribution. He appears to be willing tbift 
the passage should teach any :hing or nothing, if 
a future retribution can be av^oided. This senrei 
to confirm us in what I expressed in my Letten, 
that his object appeared to bfi to pull down, rather 
than build up. 

Though Mr. B. has remarked upon this text to- 
considerable length, p. 333 — 340, a great part of 
what he says is too indefioite to admit an- answer. 
We will however, notice whatever has the ap- 
pearance of argument. And this will be done by 
noticing several points in the passage. Mr. B* 
lays my first labour should be to prove that the 
•oul outlives the body.' Well, this is easily doM 
by the passage itself. Matthew makea a diitlnc- 
tioa between toul and body, a.Tkd leWi \a tbaivwn 
^ kill the body, but cannol V\\\ We im\. Tuik 



y expreHCd bj Matthew, anil Mr. B> ^• 
tnothiog more iscKpretaed bj Matlbeir 
Implied bf Luke. Both evaog^lUts then 
that the body may be dBitrojedi-and tha 
I Gurrirc. Men may kill the body, but 
kill the eoul. Nothing' can be mora ex- 
Mr. B. may explaia the term bouI to meaa 
rlie pleases, and it is fatal t« bis scheme. 
s something nbich ontliTei the bodj— 
tg which men cannot injure, though they 
i>ody. This passage of itself forniB a bul- 
linst which Mr. B. ma; direct all hia ar- 
. Tain. He msy give cTpositions ten time* 
roua and contradictory bh be has gireo, 
I (bis passage will prcBent a difficulty 
: can nerer orercome. He attempt! to 
appear (hat lovl in tbii passage signifies 
lie. Now animal life dies with the body. 
tie passage on his view is reduced to tbi» 
f — fear not thaee who kill (be life, but 
ill the life ! We hare already seen that 
attempt (o prove the mortality of the aooi 
ss. The paaaago before us plainly tells 
t does not die with the body. Paul, as we 
iady seen, speaks of departing and being 
rist in an intermediate state, and of being 
rom the body and present with the Lord. 
I also eee hereafter that the account of 
preacbing to the spirits in priioa, and or 
man and Lazarus caofimi'iis in tha idek 
soul surrlTes the body, and i» coOieiou* 
ah. All these acriptnret w«t« aMttrntA. 
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Now unless Christ a ad his apostles mes 
fimi the people in this belief, Ihey wc 
have ased inch language. We must i 
that the sacred writers meant to inc 
doctrine of the soul's immortality ; oU 
must allow that they Tolnnteered thel 
to confirm the people in gross error. 

But Mr. B. tells us that the term p* 
rendered soul, frequently signifies a 
Butwhat of that? Because this terc 
times used to signify animal life, ag 
the obvious sense of the passage, mus 
elude that it signifies animal life in th 
when the sense does not require, but 
forbids it ? This is the demand Mr. 
upon our credulity. Understand it as 
and the passage would read-— fear not 
kill the life, but cannot kill the life, a 
already seen. Mr. B. reminds us tha 
iii. 4, Christ uses the same term for 
killing the soul, as in the passage befor 
it lawful to save 2i/e, or to kill?'' ^ 
admit that this passage does not apply j 
state ; and for this good reason; the co 
es its application to this. We are t 
context that Jesus went into the syns 
the sabbath, and there was a man w 
withered hand, and the people watch 
s.ee if be would heal on the sabbath. Jei 
tng their hearts, thus addressed thei 
lawful to do good on the sabbath days, 
eril ? to save life, or to kill ?" He: 
taught by the passage and coivVcxV^ v\» 
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iag;e appliei to this state, and that temporal Hi 

and death were alluded to. But the passage w 

are considering is entirely different. That teacl 

es us that the soul outlives the body, that ma: 

possesses something which su nr ives death, and ca; 

be punished after the, body is dead. He als 

quotes Luke vi. 9, "To save life, or destroy it ? 

This passage is parallel to the one last introdu 

ced, and the same remarks will apply to it Ii 

both these passages the context fixes the mean 

iog to be nothing but animal life. But the tex 

nnder consideration cannot mean animal Hfi 

without rendering the passage absurd. In Matt 

Z. S89 which we have under consideration, psuch< 

or soul is placed in opposition to the body, and U 

■aid to survive it, nothing of which is intimated iE 

Mark iii. 4, and Luke vi. 9. 

It is to no purpose that Mr. B. informs us that the 
term in the original are the same ; for every per- 
■on knows that the same term must be understood 
differently in different connexions, and when ap- 
plied to different subjects. Every scholar knowa 
that the Greek term nekros, rendered dead in 
scripture, sometimes sigp[iifiesna<uraZ death, some- 
times ipirilual death, and somelimes^a death to m, 
or spiritual life. Now why may not the term 
psuche^ soul, have different meanings as well as 
the terms rendered death ? It requires but a 
moderate knowledge of language to know that 
the same terms have different meaningfs, when 
applied to different subjects ; and this plain prin- 
ciple de«/ivys Mr. B.*s whole ar^mexLV. \^*^ 
MteDiiim Aja example in point. lillaU* Vvu» ^ 
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"Let the dead burj their dcad.^^ h 

leutence the same term occurs twi 

the translation and in the original, ai 

perton will understand it different) 

give the term one meaning in one pai 

tence, and a different one in the ot 

the same term may have different 

the same sentence, it surely may im 

tences. "Every word," sajs Prof 

Letters to Dr. Channing, p. 65, '*ts 

adapted to its connexion. Such is tl 

lAust be adopted, after we have on 

that a writer uses words with propi 

signs to be understood." Now if IV 

apply this plain rule, he would disco' 

great stress he lays upon scripture v 

to mere nothing. 

Indeed if it could be proved that 

rendered soul, did not in any other 

nify the immortal spirit, this would i 

ovr aigumentf according to Mr. B.^ 

interpretation. Luke xx. 35, "But th 

be accounted worthy to obtain that y 

and the resurrection from the dead, 

ry nor are given in marriage," is or 

principal texts in proof of a literal 

He understands the phrase "that wi 

a future state. But the term rend 

not kosmoty but aion, — a term whicl 

self defines to mean an age, pcriody . 

he tellt us has no relation to the n 

H# contends that the i^hraA^^^ ^''\^ 

"rtat world," aignify \.hc3em%\iw 
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A individual, we necessarily conrey the idea that 
liat life has some relation to this, and that both 
•Tesent and future life are enjoyed by the aaoie 
ndiyidual being. That the idea to be conveyed 
nay be more fixed and definite, let us take an in- 
Lividual as a specimen. We will notice St. Paul, 
ind what is true of him wiU, oa this view of the 
lubject, be equally true of every induridual. Now 
^ Christians will admit that Paul will exist af- 
ter death. And it is obvious that if he exists in 
a future state, he will be the same individual 
there he was here. All that goes to make up 
personal identity or individuality, will be retain- 
ed. To say that Paul will exist in a future state, 
tad at the same time contend that he will not be 
the same individual there be was here, is a con- 
tradiction in terms. For if in a future state, Paul 
does not posses* any thing which he possessed 
here, if he does not retain his ideatity, it oeases 
to be Paul, and becomes a new created being. 
From this glance at the subject, it is manifest 
that men in a future state will possess something 
analogous to what they possessed here ; they will 
retain all that goes to make up individuality, or 
personal identity. To deny this, is to advance a 
plain contradiction, and to espouse the cause of 
infidelity. 

Now the very idea of future existence proves 
that men in a future state, possess something 
analogous to what they possessed het« \ \1 vk v^*«l 
aa certain, then, that there U ^m^ <a:ti'^<o^^ \^^' 
'.ween this ttate and the faiuTe, aa \V.v* ^^'aX^«^' 
illbea feturc state. Let us tiow Vo^"^ -aX^^ 
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Mr, R. Bayt, *«Tfa6 word ajUir seen 

Hudson's main itay. No man can ' 

meto here rendered afUr^ ii often re 

in the New Testament. But what 

Mr. Hudson's Babel built on this woi 

been rendered tottA ? Can he show t 

not ?" Here it will be seen that Mr 

to make his readers believe that mtta 

88ge ought to bo rendered \Diih, It 

does not assert this, but he wishes 1 

impression to his readers. But su] 

rendered wuh in this case. The pas 

then read, that with, that is, by means 

he can cast into hell, which would not 

Tiews. But we can show from gooc 

that mdd In this case is properly ren 

The common version, Wakefield, and 

ry versicn I have seen, have it ajltr, 

hurst, en whom Mr. B. places great re 

put this subject at rest. He says, mci 

neuter article 2o, and a verb incnitiv( 

«/icr, ajUr that. Now in the case bef 

neuter article and the infinitive bo 

J^tela io apuktcinai ; and consequently 

to be rendered after. The same mode 

ion occurs in Matt. xxvi. 32, and Ma 

*^Afterl am risen {Meta to egerthenai] 

before you into -Galilee." But how w 

8wer4n this. case to-rendor it wilk? It i 

qfUri because the infinitive and neu 

both occur, and (he same is true of t 

in queMtion. Mtia^ in ihe Vei&V. ta^i^i^c^T 

itm^ u rigbtly r^dcT«d ojVr, tcn^ ^ 
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^e spoke of a fature existence ; he told the 
Sadducees that God was the God of Abrahaniy 
Isaac and Jacob, in a future world ; and of course 
these patriarchs were the same individuals after 
death, they were before ; and if the same indi- 
ridaals, they must possess something analbgoas to 
what they possessed here. Thus we see that this 
rery passage, instead of destroying, establishes 
the principle of analogy. It is true the sacred 
writers ^o not labour this point, but the very 
spirit of divine revelation, the doctrine of a future 
life, rests on the principle that there is some analo- 
gy between the two states. We do not suppose 
that analogy will hold good in all cases between 
the two states. But in many cases it evidently 
does. Analogy ought to be used with care, like 
every other principle of reasoning, and when used 
in this manner, it has its value. From what has 
been offered above, it will be seen that analogy^ 
to a certain extent, is inseparably connected 
with a future life, and that it is just as certain 
that there is some analogy between this state and 
the future, as it is that there will be a future 
life. And in numerous cases, Mr. B. must admit 
it, nay, we have seen that he adopts it, and rea- 
tons from it We have also seen that Mr. B.'s 
statement, that Christ condemned analogy in his 
discourse with the Sadducees, is mere assertion, 
and that Christ, in this very discourse, involves 
this very principle. 

Mr. B. thinks he gains gresiV. %A^^xA»%^ '^^ 
howinff that a fature retributioti WJ^^ ^^ Vksse^sjp 
Utjr of the aoul were beiieveai >>1 VSttft^^^"^"^ 
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1 a 

determioed to defend his own tIcvs, I sbooU I ^ 

naturally ha?6 expected that he would doiery 
m uch ai he has done in this case. 

But as he haa noticed some of my argnmenti ■ i 
on the passage before us, we will examine then. 
After stating that I belieTed the death spoken of 
to be literal, I said, <Hhis is the most natural and 
easy construction. It is that which most readily 
presen ts itself in reading the passage.** This Mr 
B. attempta to meet bj insinuating that the tame 
may be said in favour of literal fire, their haviog 
literal hands, eyes, tongue, &c. This objectien 
was sufficiently answered id my remarks npoa 
this very text in my Letters, which Mr. B. has 
not deigned to notice. But every penon of ordi- 
nary talents must know that there is more or less 
figurative language in all literal accounts. Must 
we believe that Mr. B. is so ignorant of language 
as to suppose that if one term in an account is 
figurative, the whole must be figurative ? Ws 
canaot believe this of him. If I should interpret 
his language in this manner, he would acouae me 
with **wilfully misrepresenting" his sentiment I 
do not mean to say that he intends to mlsreprt - 
sent the meaning of the sacred writers ; for I be- 
lieve that men may be so far blinded by system 
as to fall into the grossest error unaware^. Bst 
let us apply Mr. B.'s rule of interpretation to bis 
own language. Take a short sentence on page 
856. "In this last letter he might have come off 
the field with flying colours." Noir wtty person 
in reading this sentence, would undantaiid the 
pbnae, iaH ktUr^ literally. 1!Vai 'wwaVi 5»A 
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satisfied that no metaphor or figure of speech was 
employed. But would this induce them to under- 
stand the terms Jield and colours literally, and 
JBO conclude that a written letter was a literal 
piece of land, on which an army had been witb 
its banners ? Or would they, on the other hand, 
because the field and colours are figurative, con- 
clude that the letter must also be figurative ? Mr, 
B. would thiok a man a maniac who should seri 
ously interpret his language in this manner; and 
yet this is agreeable ta the principle which he 
lays down. 

Neither is it the most natural construction thai 
the rich man and Lazarus had eyes, &c. aftei 
death. If we read that a man is dead, the know- 
ledge we have of a dead man, immediately sug- 
gests the idea that what is said of his acts aftei 
death must be predicated of his spirit, and not o 
his body. Even though terms should be employee 
which naturally apply to the body, there wouk 
be no more danger of misunderstanding them; 
than there would be in misunderstanding those 
passages which speak of the hands of the Lord 
Bat Mr. B. says frequently that there is nothing 
said of the soul or spirit of the rich man ; all that 
is said is applied to his body only. Now there it 
nothing said of the rich man touching a corporea 
body, more than is said in scripture of the Al 
mighty, who is allowed to be a spirit. It is sail 
of the ich man that he lifted up his eyes^ had i 
tongue^ "kfeld conversationy and desired Lazarus t 
dip hiBMger in the water. Now all this in wh 
stsupcBf «S even more is said oi VikaX ^^ ^V^*^ 
14* 
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spirit' lie ia eaid to h«f« handsy Jin^ 

faccy mouthf lipa, tongue, tiostrils, eyes, 

buck, heart, bowels, bosom, &c. He is 

stand, sit, ^a^, bow, mnk, converse, Sat 

aud mxich more is said of the Deity ; h 

mas will say that God possesses a corp 

because these espresslons are appUi 

Now as all these terms and many mt 

plied td the Deity, who is allowed to b 

BO a few of them may be applied to th 

in hades, and still he may be in a d 

state. These remarks show the futi 

B.'s assertions, that it is not said that 

in hades. He may now embrace eith 

the dilemma. He may withdraw hit 

that the rich man could not be in hades 

embodied state, or he may admit with ! 

land, ihat God possesses a corporeal b 

latter is the most consistent for a n 

but he may make his selection. 

From the above, it will be seen th 
cumstance of the rich man's lifting' up h 
does not in the least oppose tlie idea oi 
in a disembodied state. His eyes, &c 
mentioned for their own sake, but on. 
that he was tormented, and sought re 
there is a kind of necessity for using 
gaage when speaking of spirits. If w 
express the idea that a spirit viewed ; 
we naturally say he saw it. The idea 
by the word#ec, is immediately associate 
eye, the organ of sight ; consequently 
forcible and Jnl«5\r^g\b\o m'si^ oC ^-^i^rc 
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a that iie viewed it, is, to Bay he cast hia tya 
m iL It was on this principle that the terms 
otioned above are applied to the Deitj ; and 
ire is DO mnro impropriety in applying such 
IDS to other ipiriu, than to the Great Spirit- 
ua we see tiiat on aupposttioD Christ meant to 
present that the rich maQ was in a disembodied 
te, he woqH naturallj have made use of the 
ne language he has in that account. HaWng 
ted in the first place that he wae duad, all the 
aaioiDg pbraseolog-y ivoiild be easily understood. 
Fo shonr ihat the rich man's suffering was in a 
lire state, I stated in my Letters that bis suHer- 
f was in hadei — a term dcfiued hy all critics lo 
nify the state of the liteTally dead, or place of 
parted spirits j and that' though it occurred in 
'ipture over seventy times, it was not pretend- 
that it ever applied to llic present stale, two 
three disputed texts only excepteil. This I 
nsidered a strong ai^ument in my favour, eee- 
r that this had the concurrent support of the 
ct and context. Mr. B. meets this only hy 
ling us that it saja nothing about the soul or 
irit of the rich man. As all this baa been Do- 
led above, anil will be noticed hereafter, it will 
qnire no further notice here. I will only add 
at Mr. B. himself admits thai badea in this wery 
sB!^e means the pUce of the Jilerally dead, 
lich confirms what we have said. 
Mr. B. appears to think that he galas his point 
cklUng; this account a parable. But it was 
ated in my Letters, it mattered not as it regards 
ic point at issue, whithet il Vw a. -^-MtfoXd m ^ 
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Mr, R. Bays, *«Tfa6 word aJUt ie«mi Co be Mr. 

Hudson's main stay. No man can dispute that 
me/a here rendered ajUr^ is often rendered wi(4 
in the New Testament. But what becomes of 
Mr. Hudson's Babel built on this word, if it bad 
been rendered vnth ? Can he show that it ought 
not ?" Here it will be seen that Mr. B. wishes 
to make his readers believe that meta in this pas- 
sage ought to be rendered with. It is true he 
does not a&sert ibis, but he wishes to giro this 
impression to his readers. But suppose it bi 
rendered with in this case. The passage wonU 
then read, that with, that is, by means of, kiliingt 
be can casl into hell, which would not oppose onr 
▼iews. But we can show from good antboritjr 
that mtta in this case is properly rendered qfUr, 
The common version, Wakefield, and in fact eve* 
ry versicn I have seen, have it afUr. But Park* 
b(:rr.t, en whom Mr. B. places great reliance, wili 
put this subject at rest. He says, meiOj with the 
neuter article to^ and a verb icnnitive, signifies 
qfter, after that. Now in the case before us, the 
neuter article and the infinitive both occor^ 
Jrleia 4o apukUinai ; and consequently meta ought 
to be rendeied after. The same mode of express- 
ion occurs in Matt. xxvi. 32, and Mark xiv. 26, 
««4/Vcr I am risen {Meta to egerthenai) I wili go 
before you into Galilee." But how would it an- 
swer-In this. case toTender it with? It is reodorod 
q/iter, because the infinitive and neuter ftiiiele 
both occur, and (he same is true of tbo passage 
ia questioD. Meia^ in Ibe le^l xm^^TXMalUysnb- 
tioo, JM rigUtly naadcitA nfUr, «nji fe.^?* iXr 
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tempt to eratle its force, only ihowa the strait to 
which he is dri?eD. 

la my Letters I shovred from the nature of the 

case and from the coatext, that God would do that 

which he is aaid to be able to do. As Mr. B. haa 

offered nothiag in reply to this, I shall offsr noth* 

iog more in its defence. Once more, Mr. B. asks y 

if killing the body puts it beyond the reach of 

pain, why does not killing the soul put it beyond 

the reach of pain also ? This question is happily 

answered by Wakefield, in his notes on this very 

passage. **'To dulroy^ or punish; apoUiai: see 

Bithop Pearce, — This rerse also furnishes another 

tpecimen of that form of composition, which I 

have particularly illustrated in the second pari 

of my Silva Critica, Sect. 8a on' Matt. uvi. 29. 

The evangelist would have said — but are not abh 

to HUBT the soul : he did not choose, however, tc 

alter the word with which he had begun.^' If this 

18 not ancient, I will ask in my turn, why does 

not Mr. B. interpret the word dead in both cases 

alike in the sentence, ^^Let the dead bury Iheii 

dead ?" When he shall have answered this ^ues< 

tion, he will have answered his own. 

Before I dismiss this subject, I will notice Beve< 
ral mere quibbles, in which Mr. B. seems a little 
disposed to indulge* I said in my Letters, ''thai 
God ia to be feared from the coftsideration that he 
is able to afflict the sinner after death." Mr. B 
quotes this, and then adds, '^Stop, sir* lave you 
4rgot that you told us that puniahmfiEfil^^M^ "^ 
inflicted by the hand of God, b\Lt^Tt^^^ itc3i<^^ 
iateraul state of the mindr %t« ^H lAia 
14 
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conrict me of a contradiction, has led li 

represent what I have said upon that f 

did not say that punishment in a fa 

would not he inflicted by the hand of 

gave it as my opinion that it would not 

ted by the immediate hand of God, and s 

out of the common course of his moral 

See p. 91 of my Letters. My meaning ' 

punishment would not be inflicted by th 

ate hand of God, without the interventic 

ond causes, as any one may see by turni 

passage. When treating upon this set 

stated that it was evident that God wo 

the punishment spoken of, and among ot! 

in the course of my remarks, I used i 

probable. Upon this word Mr. B. fixes h 

and says, ^'after all the noise he makes i 

word able, he says, himself, there is a pi 

that it will be inflicted." I have nothli 

in reply to such marvellous niceties, 

cheerfully grant him all the honour whi 

from such strauo picking. There are sev 

er instances of this nature in his rema: 

this passage, but I will not trouble thi 

with them. 

We have now completed our labours i 
puiage. We have endeavoured to meet 
wpiments, and think we have shown tl 
do not avail him. This passage is a com 
Aitation of his whole system. It shows 
■oul tnrvires the body; men who kill 
cuuu>t Idll the other. 11 aV%o \ft^cVk.«i 
Gad irili'afflict the aoul Va c^Ae t^t \iik^ 
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ojter he hath killed the hodyy or in a future state. 
The next passage is Luke xvi. 19 — 81, which 
contains the account of the rich man and Laza. 
rus, which I need not transcribe. This passage 
teaches us that there will be misery after death- 
It expressly declares that the rich man died, and in 
hell (hades, the place of the literally dead, as Mr, 
B. himself contends,) he was in torment. For a 
defence of this interpretation, see my Letters, p. 
206 — 223. Mr. B. in his remarks upon this pas- 
Mge offers but little new. See p. 340^343. ke 
appears to feel that his exposition is faulty, for he 
tells us that he shall not defend it. I explained 
the death of the rich man and Lazarus to be tem- 
poral death, and defended this explanation^ both 
from the text and context. But Mr. B. in his 
usual style, says, "he gives no proof of his own 
exposition." He then proceeds to state some oi 
my arguments, and to examine them. But how 
is this ? If I gave no evidence, how does he find 
any thing to answer ? But this is not the only 
instance in which he pursues this course. In se« 
veral instances where I have given an exposition, 
and laboured to defend it through eight or ten 
pages, he represents as though I bad offered no- 
thing in support of my views of the passage. And 
when be notices my arguments, he is very care- 
ful not to state them in a logical form, so that 
their strength might appear to the reader. I 
will not say what has led him to this course. But 
in dismissing this part of the subject, I will offer 
one remark — ^If he had felt coii&c\o\» V^^tsc^ ^«: 
£ramentB were ananswerable, ^iniSL %\j^ \^a^>A! 
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Noab, be tells u8, must hare preached by the 
spirit of God, unless he spake a vision out of lu* 
own heart. Now if Noah was the preaoher, and 
preached by the spirit of God, what agenoy hid 
Christ in this preaching, even admittini^ that be 
existed at that time ? Mr. B. tells oa that Chriit 
did not preach in person^ consequently if te 
preached at all, he must have preached hy hii 
spiriL But this Mr. B. cannot admit, for he telh 
us that Noah preached by the spirii qf Godr- 
the same spirit by which Christ's resarrectioa 
was effected, which he assures us was the spirit 
of God, and not of Christ ; for he tells us tbtt 
nothing can be more false and unscriptural tiitB 
to admit that Christ was raised by his own spiriL 
Thus we see that on Mr. 6.*s exposition, Chriit 
did not, and could not have preached to the oU 
world. If Mr. B.'s material system he oorrsct, 
Christ did not exist in the days of Noah, and is 
could not have preached to the old world. And 
should he yield his system and admit the pis- 
existence of Christ, this would not help the mat- 
ter. For he tells us that Christ did not praad 
in person^ and we have seen that he aonld not 
have preached in spirit on Mr. B.'s -expositioB, 
for he tells us that Noah preached, not by tha 
spirit of Christ, but by the spirit of Grod, whiibb 
is distinct from that of Christ. Mr. B.'b interpn- 
tation then is opposed to the language of the test» 
which reads, ^'Christ went and preachod.** Nei- 
ther can our author avoid these dlffioaltifif hf 
Baying that Noalh preiac^ieA. \3&a isovf^Vadso 
proached Christ Cor t\k% c^avaWift. ^ak waX^oa 



Christ WM prtaehed by ^han, but bow he hitrutl 
preached. Neither vras St. Peter personifjiDj 
Christ's doctriiw, but ha was speatdog of tbe lit 
enl person of Christ — of the sane Chriit nhich 
waa crucified and rose from the grave. Thus ire 
■ee that Mr. B.'b exposition is not odI; absurd, bul 
is opposed to tbe laogoage of St. Peter, at war 
with his system, and contradictory with itselt 
We will Doir proceed to ebow tbat many of his 
~ posilioQi are aieumed and fatie, aa well as contra- 
dictory. HetelU ui that pnewna in Greek, ren- 
dered Bpirit, never Bignlfies a spirit distinct from 
the body. This position is assumed and falie. 
Parkhurst tells as that pneuma ei^nifies, among 
other things, "a ipirilual or incorporeal mbitaace 
or thvig." This definition of pneuma, Mr. B. has 
been csrefal to conceal. lioveland, in his Lexi- 
con compiled from tbe best authorities, as one 
meaning, gives, "a Iting not compond of groii 
tnalUr, an angel, good or bad." We have good 
authority then for saying that pneuma eome- 
times signifies ait immaUriaC being, distinct 
from tbe body. We bare already seen that 
the icriptures teach an intermediate state. 
We have just shown, from good auUiority, that 
jmtuma signifies an incorporeal being, and there 
are many passages of scriptnre whi<il| confinn 
ttiis. After our Savior arose from the dead, he 
tppeared to his disciples, who were terrified, and 
■npporcd they had seen si spirit, (jmeumd) but Je- 
■ni soothed their fears by saying unto them., 
'•BuuUe joa and see ; for » vjpxA [gneanjs^ ViA 
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xxiF. 37-<-S9. Mr. B. alludei to this ps 
and attempts to evade its force, bysajing* tl 
apostles were frightened and deceived. S 
66, 67. We admit that they were mista 
this case, but this does not affect our ai^a 
for it is not on their declaration that we rel 
we rely on the definition which Christ gave 
term, pneumat spirit "A spirit," says he, 
not flesh and bones." Here we have a dei 
of spirit given by a messenger from heavei 
to his authority we yield. Mr. B. may sa 
he spoke in accommodation to the errors < 
day ; but this is bare assertion ; and w! 
worse, it represents the messenger of tri 
volunteering himself to teach falsehood. ^ 
says our Saviour, **God is a spirit." John 
This passage teaches us that pneumoy spiri 
nifics an incorporeal being. This Mr. B 
acknowledge, or adopt the monstrous cone 
that God possesses an organized body ! 
more, .w« are told, Acts. xxiii. 8, that the! 
sees'b^^ved in angels and spirits. Now v 
er they Witri^porrect in their belief or not 
passage goes to show that |meiif?ia, spirit, 
fies an immaterial being ; for their belief ii 
ed in opposition to that of the Sadducees, w. 
this subject, were with Mr. B. in opinion 
the above we are plainly taught that the 
pneuma^ rendered spirit, frequently signific 
immortal soul which is capable of existing 
sei^rate state. 
Mr. fi. says, Christ n^ iiot raised froi 



UFLT. Ift3 

queotlj that God ruied hin from the dead. la 
this cue, a* in many others, our author happens 
to be mistaken. We aitmit that God raised Christ 
from the dead, hat this furnishes no proof that be 
was not raised by his disembodied spirit. God 
works by meaiu,or Ibroagh second causes. We 
are told io various passages that God wilt judge 
the world ; aod in other passages we arc told hon 
he will accoiDplish it. He will judge the world 
by Christ, whom he hath ordained for that very 
purpose. In like manner he raised Christ by the 
agreocy of Christ's spirit. This is taught by 
Christ himself. "I lay down my life," says he, 
*'that I may take it again. I hare power to lay it 
doirn, and have power to take It again. This 
commandment hare I receiTed of toy Father." 
John X. 17 — 19- Here we are told by divine au- 
thority that the resurrection of Christ was effect- 
ed by his own disembodied spirit, Mr. B.'s asser- 
tion to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Another difSculty in Mr. B.'s exposition is this 
—be makes the pneumo, tpiril, hy which thii 
preaching was effected, the spirit of God, or God 
himself; that is, he uses the term spirit to signi- 
fy an incorporeal beiog. But in the very next 
Terse, he makes the same term pntuma, iptril, 
bear a very different meaning, tie. corporeal be- 
ings, or men in the flesh. Now if the word spirit 
■ignifiea an immaterial, iacorportal being in th( 
first instance, ae Mr. B. allows, why not giro il 
tbe same meaning in the very naxt Tenet TV<? 
apostJagires ds do intinutioii tba,l^»«MK'd 
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subject require it, and to interpret thii 

ferently in the different parti of this 

doing violence to St. Peter's language. 

but the bias of system, one would th 

have induced Mr. B. to adopt this cour 

the word spirit, in one pflBirt of the tex 

the immaterial spirit, we feel authorise 

pret the same term in the other insta 

same sense. Mr. B. may object to this 

he pleases, and remind us that pneuma 

ly signified wind, and so lead us, if be 

lieye that the Deity is nothing but agi 

and that one gust of wind preached 1 

and we will venture the result with 

But after Mr. B. has toiled through b\ 

tradiction, he thinks he has made the 

exceeding clear that he says, Hhat I 

a YoHonal and scriptural exposition of i 

think Mr. Hudson will dispute !' 

Having shown that Mr. B.'s exposil 
fetched and contradictory, I will now 
I conceive to be the true meaning of 1 
It is this : — Christ, after his cruclfixioc 
preached to the spirits of those who we 
by the flood. This is the plain sentii 
passage, and the language will not c 
bear any other interpretation. Tl 
teaches 4e immortality of the soul, 
seloui existence after death. For it 
absurd to suppose thaliPhrist .preach< 
who were in an unconscious state. It 
€8 8 foture state of suffenn^. TV^^ce ^ 
nacdof preaching to lYi%m,\l W«3 ''^ 
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penitent Buidea, the veij pMiage deeUrea 
they were io priron, which figure doei not very 
naturally denote faipfaneit. This iciipture then 
i* not recoQcileable with Mr. B.'a views. 

Vfe will now notice several objectiooB which hs 
jtrgB» against onr tIcwb. He says it is aesumed 
that phvlakt, here rendered priton, applies to a 
future state. But this is a mistake. The passage 
not only bIIowb, but requires this. A3 the per- 
sona spoken of had been dead for a long time, and 
their spirits were in prison, this prison must ot 
necessity be in a future w-orld. Farkhurston the 
word phuialu sayi it si^DiGes, "a prison, a place 
of custody. Hence of the tn^emaf ;jmi»i, I Fct. 
iii. 19, where the Syiiac rersioD has hadet or htlV 
Here we have the authority of Parkhurat and the 
Syriac Tenion for applying phulake, priion, to a 
fatureatate; and these authorities might easily 
be multiplied. Hence we see that the word 
ji&utitJce famishes us with an argument in favour 
of our views. 

Mr. B. tells na that if Christ preached to the 
■pirita in prison, in my sense of the passage, Luke 
can hardly be called a faithful historian ; for he 
calls hia gospel a treatise "of all that Jesus be- 
gan both to do and to teach, until the day in 
which he was taken up;" but he says nothing' of 
Chtist'a preaching to men in a disembodied «(ate. 
This is the whole strength of his objection, andil 
it baa any weight, itoppoaeshia exposition no less 
than mine. For Lnke says do more of Christ's 
preacbiqg- throoeli Noah, than of ^ua ^iwu^v^ist,^ 
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ignorant as to suppose that nothing is ta 
the New Testament, bat what is found in : 
pel of Luke. The resurrection of Lazarui 
of the most distinguished mir^les of oui 
but Luke is totally silent upon the sabji 
fact, there are scores of erents mentionei 
New Testament, which are not found in 
gospel. This objection is more fully ai 
in my Letters, to which I refer the reader 
The exposition given of the passage be 
is confirmed by the apostle in the contes 
says, <<For, for this cause was the gospel 
cd also to them that are dead, that they n 
judged according to men in the flesh, but live 
ing to God in the spirit." Chap. iv. 6. This ] 
expressly says (hat the gospel was preachei 
dead. The term nekros^ here rendered dead 
land defines, ^^dead, toithout ncUurcU lije^ a i 
Schrevelius gives morluusy [dead] cadavir | 
body) ns the meaning of nekrot, Parkhun 
d'^fd. that is, naturally dead,a8 the first and pi 
meaning. We readily adzfiit that this term ii 
times employed to denote spiritual death. I 
just rule of understanding the meaning of woi 
understand them literally, unless the subj 
context compels ustogire them a figuratirc 
We understand this term literally, because 
ita most obrious meaning, and agreea best 
the context. In the preceding rerte we » 
him, <<that is ready to judge the quick (zonti 
the dead (nekrous.)" We have already tec 
God will judge all men, whether literally d 
a/i're. By the quick and d^ad^ V\v%T%lot«^ ' 
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to undentand, tboie who are literailj alive, aai 
those wbo have dBpttrted tbii life. The sanw 
expreuioQ occurs in Rom. xir. 9. "Christ 
died, ABd rose, and revived, that he might be 
Liord both ef the dead, {neknn) aad of the living, 
[zonlon^** Ib this passage there can be no dii- 
pute bat that lining' and dead are used Ijterallv. 
The terms in the original are the same as in I pet. 
ir, 5. The passage in Romans not oolj goes to 
fix the meaning of the one in Peler, but it declares 
that the dead are Christ's, as much as the living, 
and so are proper subjects of his care and atten- 
tioo. lliesame phrase occurs in Acts x. 43, "be 
vat ordained of God to be the judge of quick [zoa- 
toa) and dead (nehron.)" There can be no dis- 
pute bnt that nekron, in Ibis pnssag^e denotes the 
literally dead. This meaniog- is fixed by the con* 
text. In the preceding- verse we read — "did eat 
and drink with him [Christ] after he arose from 
tb«.diad (nekron.)" Here nekron means the 
literally dead, and in the very next verse, it is 
■aid that Christ will judge the quick and dead, 
(nekron.) The contest then teaches us to under- 
■tuKi the terms, quick and dead in a literal sense. 
TheM passages not onlj conlirni the doctrine of a 
fature, gsReral judgment, but the/ show us in 
what sense, *re are to understand the passage in 
Peter. 

Petw laja that Christ ivill judge the quick and 
the dead. These terms ire have alreadj seen, 
denote the literal living and dead. Now jo the 
TOT7 nut reno he sbji the goi;a\ «m -(\«%^^& 
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stand the word dead in iti literal sense ; 

sense being the most ob?ioai, and fixed bj 

context. We learn then from the connei 

that the gospel was preached to the tempoi 

dead. The passage also contains internal 

dence of the truth of this exposition. "For 

cause was the gospel preached aUP to the de 

The term also denotes something in additioi 

in opposition. But there would be no propi 

in saying that the gospel was preached to 

dead in sin aho^ because they are the rery pei 

to whom it is generally preached. Unders 

it as we do, and this difficulty is entirely obvL 

and a peculiar force and beauty is. added to 

passage. The remaining part of the verse 

firms this view of the subject. The gt>8pe], w< 

told, was preached to the dead, '^that they n 

be judged according to men in the Jlesh** 

implies that they were not in the flesh, but 

literally dead. This text then teaches us 

the gospel was made known to separate ^ 

and so confirms the account of Christ^s preac 

to the spirits in prison. These scriptures 1 

a future state of misery, between death an 

resurrection. 

We have now attended to several of the pi 
pal passages on which we rely in proof of a f 
retribution. We have not only shown that 
will be a future, general judgment to which 
will be reserved to be punished, but we hare 
that some will be raised to condemnation, 
Bome wUl experience mi^er^ all^T VXi« ^»» 
ibe body ; that the ricVi maxi ^^ Vol Vsto 
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bades, and the old world ia our SaWour^s day. 
All this and much more is found in the scriptures, 
and this was addressed to those who believed in 
a futare retribation, and who would of course in- 
terpret these passages as teachlngr that doctrine. 
Now unless the messengers of God volunteered 
themselves to establish error, we must conclude 
that a future retribution is a scripture doctrine — 
a doctrine of Grod. Neither can Mr. B. reconcile 
them witb his sentiment, without taking undue 
license in explaining them— a license which will 
dispipve a future state of being. I can take any 
passage which Mr. B. applies to the resurrection 
of mankind^ and show by bis own mode of reason- 
ing, and bis own arguments, that they apply to 
tbe destruction of Jerttsalem. Did it not appear 
like trifling witb the subject, I would show how 
easily his aiguments might be applied to these 
passages ; and thus overthrow a future life. And 
wbile we have many passages which appear clear- 
ly to teach a future retribution, Mr. B. is not able 
to produce one solitary text which even intimates 
the contrary ; — not one passage does he attempt 
to adduce to prove that men are duly retributed 
in this world. But on the contrary, we have seen 
that he admits that a full retribution docs not 
take place here ; that Paul and other good men 
were/ar more miserable than happy in this state. 
Add to this, it was shown in my Letters, p. 240 — 
248, that a future reward awaited the righteous — 
that from the very nature of the case, those vir- 
tnout aotioDf which were perfoTme^ Vcl V2^^ \^ 
Mouit ofM Maiat'9 life, nmt \>a Te^ux^^^ ^^ 
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death, if at alL Several pasiages of 
were adduced, showing^ that Christ was 
in a fature state, for his toils and safl 
this, and that he promised the nme rew 
faithful followers ; and it was shown thi 
passages confirmed this ylew of the sub 
assured us that if we were faithful unto 
should enjoy a crown of life. 

These arguments, in support of a fatui 
Mr. B. has passed oyer in silence. B 
gard the argument as unanswerable, 
reward is a just counterpart to a fotui 
ment ; one seems necessarily to inTolri 
er. And as we hare shown that the i 
virtue is extended beyond death, it foil 
the punishment of vice also will be extc 
yond death. 



ITl 



OBJECTIONS, MORAIi INFIiUENCE, AND 
CONCLUDING REMARKS. 



Haying sbown that Mr. B.^s system is absurd 
-and contradictory, and his principal rules of in- 
^rpretation deceptive; having shown that his 
Whole system is without foundation, and that a 
fiiture retribution Is taught in the scriptures, we 
might here close the discussion. But as Mr. B. 
has several objections on which he seems to lay 
great stress, we will give them the notice we 
think they merit. Mr. B. seems to place great 
stress upon the fact that men in a future 
state will heimmortcU. It is true, he does not, 
and durst not hazard the assertion that immortal- 
ity excludes all suffering ; but still he wishes to 
avail himself of this opinion, which has become 
quite popular among those for whoin principally 
Mr. B. writes. I stated in my Letters, p. 260 — 
270, that the word immorUdUy simply denoted an 
exempUonfrom deaths or an endUis lifcy but had 
no relation to moral character, or happiness. 
This subject was there laboured at some length, 
and Mr. B. has thought prudent to let it pass 
without any reply. However, to excite prejudice 
ag^nst my position, he says, '*Tbis is going all 
lengths." p. 35^. 

Not bein^ awed with bia aUem^^ Vo e.-^t.cXV.^ 
prcjatUce agtoBBt too, I will stale tiwX ^e'EJKl^^3^ 
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word immortality simply denoUt endUsM U 
has not the least relation to rirtue or Tice, 
ness or misery. The same it true of the 
word athanasiay or athanaioif which Parkv 
rives from a, not or mthotd^ and ikanaiM^ 
so tbe word literally signifies vfiihovt dMti 
then gives but ooe definition, vis. immot 
exemption from deaJth. Schrevelins in like s 
derives it from ex^ mthout, and marwj dea 
defines it, immortcdiUu^ that ii, immortdUiy 
lattingness, AH these authorities go to c 
the definition 1 have given of immortality, 
term has no relation to character or cm 
An immortal being may be either happy or 
able, virtuous or vicious. And as laaid 
Letters, we cannot prove that God is g 
happy, simply from the fact that he ia imr 
Neither does it follow, as is frequently sng| 
that if an jmmortal being safiGsrs, he will 
perish. We are told that God aUme hath j 
tality, that is, he alone has tmderived immoi 
The immortality of men is derived from 
vine being. And it was shown in mjr L 
that onr immortality consisted not in God 
parting to us a constitution which wovld j 
to eternity wijthout divine assistance, but 
ing constantly supportedand upheld by the 
From what was offered in toy Letter 
briefly stated here, it will be seen that n 
can be inferred from the word immorta 
prove that immortality excludes pain, J^ 
can we reason from the itttoit* Q>t ^i5ft% 
roor of Mr. B.'8po^Uc«i* ll%^«'^^ 
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that he has done upon the resurrection of Chri8t> 
I haye no doubt but that he would arrive at the 
same conclusion that we hare. And on the oth- 
er hand, if he should carry to the subject of 
Christ's resurrection, the same rules of interpre- 
tation that he makes use of on the other subjects, 
he wouhl find it no difficult task to do away the 
literal resurrection. Dunlavy, the champion of 
Shakerism, has proved Christ's resurrection to 
be only a spiritual or figurative resurrection, as 
clearly as Mr. B. has proved that many passages in 
the New Testament apply to the destruction of 
Jerusalem. We would request him to read Dun- 
lavy 's Manifesto, if he has not already ; and I think 
he will see that the resurrection can be disproved 
as easily as a future retribution. 

What remains to be noticed is the moral ten- 
dency of the two systems. But as this subjecf 
was considered at considerable length in my Let- 
ters, 1 shall refer the reader to what was there 
offered. See p. 2^5 — 304. In its moral tenden- 
cy, Mr. B.'s system is no different from the one 
examined in my Letters ; and what was there 
said will apply to the system before us. If then 
is no motive to serve God but what is drawl 
from the retributions of this world, then Christ 
ianity in its moral influence is no different fron 
Atheism. The only way in which this conclusioi 
can be avoided, is to say that the ^toai^ot oC C<i 
tare happiness, which tb^ |^Y(\. "V«^^ Vartf^s"^ 
Btimulate men to virtue. 'B«3j.^2»»'^'^'^^^'^'^'^ 
men act in this atate ^it\i TelweTtfift^'^ 
and consequently tbat a tiilwf^ TeVr^^^"^ 
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possesses an immortal soul in tbis state, a 
it experiences misery ; and as an immoi 
does suffer, it is fair to conclude that an ii 
body may. 

Tiiere are several passages (ITscriptarc 
relate to the subject of the resurrection, o 
Mr. B. places great reliance. But as tb< 
sages were considered in my Letters, ] 
276, 1 shall be very brief here. We hav< 
dy seen that the sacred writings teach a 
retribution^ which shows that some will be 
py after death. Nay, we have seen tl 
declares that there will be a resurrection 
the just and unjust, that Christ speaks o 
being recompensed at the resurrection of i 
and that at that period some will come for 
life, and some to condemnation. These f 
teach us that some will be punished after 
surrection. Now it is manifest that the 
• writers would not advance that in other p 
which contradicts what they have state* 
Mr. B. may interpret other passages in 
manner as to oppose these, but the only ol 
obtains is this : — he sets the scriptures h 
against themselves. 1 Cor. xv. is one qf B 
favourite passages. Referring the readers 
Letters, I wilL briefly say — Paul in the fin 
of this chapter labours the resurrection of 
that he may lay a foundation on which tc 
the resurrection of mankind. In yenre 9 
comes to the subject of man's resurrection 
in Adam all die, eveu «o va C^vx^sX ^^iS\ 
«ade alive." TbU vet*^ ^^\iV«» i«^\ 
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to those who died in Adam, and were to be 
ie alive in Christ. To say that Christ is in- 
led in the aU here spoken of, would involve 

absurdity that Christ died in Adam, and at 
e period, fatqffB to Paurs day, would be made 
e in himself. Having* stated that all men 
1 be raised by Christ, he adds, verse 23d, 
it every man in his own order." This shows 
t all are not,to be raised in the same happy 
dition. For if all are raised happy at the same 
D, it would entirely destroy the order of which 
1 speaks. Having stated that ,all would be 
ed, though in different orders or bands, Paul 
1 proceeds to state what these orders would 

He says, "Christ the first fruits, afterwards 
7 that are Christ's at his coming." Mr. B. 
tends, p. 352, that Christ is the first order. 
: this is a mistake. Paul was not in these two 
ses speaking* upon the resurrection of Christj 

upon the resurrection of mankind in or by 
•ist. He was speaking" of those who died in 
im, and would be made alive in Christ. Mr. 

view of the subject involves the absurdity 
t Christ died in Adam, and would be made 
e in himself. And further, the word rendered 
er in this passage is iagma^ which Parkhurst 
ders hand ; "every man in his proper band." 
defines tagma^ a hcmd^ cohort^ legion. Now it 
lid be absurd to say of Christ, who was raised 
36, that he was raised in his own band or Ie- 
3. The orders relate entirely to m^xikvA.^ \ 

Christ is mentioned here, not «a ot^^ q^^ ^^ 
rs, bat 4s a first fruit or pledge oi XJne x^^vw;^ 
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rectioQ of mankind. The first order mentic 

10, Hhey that are Christ's at bis coming," tha 

believers. Paul says, ''If any man have not 

spirit of Christ, he is none of his." Rom. yii 

To be Christ's, then, we must hare his ^irit. 

Mr. B. admits that multitudes die without the s 

of Christ, and will not have his spirit till thej 

raised ; consequently a part only are Christ' 

his coming. The very expression, those tha> 

Christ% implies that all arc not his. Beside 

by Christ's, all men are intended, it entire!; 

8 troys the orders, for which Paul was coni 

ing. The second order are the rest of man] 

who as we are taught in verses 24th to 29th, 

be reconciled to Christ before he resigns 

kingdom to the Father. The latter part oi 

chapter, as will be seen by the view we have 

en of the passage, applies to belle vers, or ( 

that are Christ's at his coming. 

But let Mr. B. have the passage his own 
it only involves him in absurdity. We hai 
ready seen th^t his view is absurd, as it n; 
Christ one of those that died in Adam, and 
be made alive in himself. Again, he admits 
the coming of Christ here spoken of, allades i 
coming at the general resurrection, and he 
tends that by Christ^ we are to understand ' 
that are given him of the Father. But C 
when on earth spoke of men's being giren hii 
an event which had already been accompli 
consequently these could not have been mea 
the poBssLgB before uB>\)ec«LM*e \)si«^ ^^i^C^ 
Jonff before that period. IVo^e ivi«ii ^ 
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of tbe Father were his before his comings, as much 
as they were at that period. Thus we see that 
Mr. B.'s exposition is full of absurdities. But af- 
ter all he says upon the subject of the resurrec- 
tion, he admits elsewhere, that though all men 
are to be raised by Christ, this resurrection does 
not brings them into the joys of heaven, for they 
must first be convinced of his Mcssiahship, and 
this work is not effected by Christ, but by some 
other being-. So after all his labours upon the 
subject of the resurrection, he admits that this 
alone will not save men. See pp. 237, 238, and 
remarks thereon in a former part of this Reply. 

Mr. 6. also places great reliance upon Christ's 
discourse with the Sadducees relative to the wo- 
man which bad seven husbands. See Matt. xxii. 
23—34, Mark xii. 18—28, Luke xx. 27—36. His 
remarks upon these passages are found p. 180 — 
188. Upon these passages I will simply say, they 
do not even teach us that all men will be raised 
from the dead. Mr. B. will not pretend that he 
can prove a universal resurrection from these 
passages. But does a passage which does not 
teach U8 that all men will exist in a future state, 
teach us that all will enjoy happiness there ? Let 
tbe reader judge for himself. Besides, the pas- 
sage itself teaches us that the bliss there spoken 
of, is confined to those wh« are ^'accounted wor- 
thy.'* This plainly implies that all are not wor- 
thy. If all are worthy to be raised to a state of 
angelic happiness, the clause, "they whicli «.\\'^\&. 
be accounted worthy," is not onVy \i&e\e%%)\^xi\. ^« 
ceptive. TbiB diificalty Mr. '9* Iot^&vn^ «xA ^ 
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attempted to obyiate it. But all he aays upon 
this subject, if it has any meaning, amounts to 
nothing more than this : — those wh9 are accounted 
worthy to obtain that world, obtain that world ! 
This shows that Mr. B. found himself in trouble* 
and in attempting to extricate himselfy has in?ol- 
red himself in a greater. 

From this brief view of theses passages, it will 
be seen that they do not answer Mr. B.'s purpose^ 
but are perfectly reconcileable with the declara- 
tions of Christ and his apostles, that aome shall 
come forth to the resurrection of life, and some to 
the resurrection of damnation, &». Bat I might 
meet Mr. B. with his own arguments, and show 
him that according to his mode of interpreting the 
scripture, these passages apply to the destroctioD 
of Jerusalem. 1 do not say that this is their tnif 
application, but I do say that I can prove this 
with Mr. B.'s arguments, as clearly as he proves 
many of his expositions. 

In my Letters, pp. 119, 120,1 introduced analo- 
gy ^^ show that moral changes would be gradual 
in a future state. But our author attacJa this 
principle of analogy with warmth ; he proDOun- 
ces it 901 ignis fatuut, and condemns it in foil. Hi 
will not allow that there is any subject on which 
we can reason analogically from this state to a 
future, p. 181—187. In order to ascertain whe- 
ther he is correct in his position, it will be necei- 
sary to inquire what we are to understand by a 
future liibor future state? The very idea of s 
Juiure iiate showa Ihal itW". %om^ oovMsiasAwidi 
ibii state. When ^eai^^a^B: oi^<& l&Vvc«\&^ 
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[ividual, we necessarily conrej the idea that 
ife has some relatioD to thi», and that both 
it and future life are enjoyed by the saoio 
lual being^. That the idea to be conveyed 
•e more fixed and definite, let us take aa ia- 
lal as a specimen. We will notice St. Paul, 
bat is true of him will, oa this yiew of the 
:t, be equally true of every indiridual. Now 
iristians will admit that Paul will exist af- 
iath. And it is obvious that if he exists in 
ure state, he will be the same individual 
he was here. All that goes to make up 
nal identity or individuality, will be retain- 
To say tbat Paul will exist in a future state, 
t the same time contend that he will not be 
ame individual there he was here, is a con- 
ction in terms. For if in a future state, Paul 
not possess any things which he possessed 
if he does not retain his ideatity, it oeases 
3 Paul, and becomes a new created beinf^. 
I this glance at the subject, it is manifest 
men in a future state will possess something 
igous to what they possessed here ; they will 
n all that goes to make up individuality, or 
inal identity. To deny this, is to advance a 
contradiction, and to espouse the cause of 
Jlity. 

>w the very idea of future existence proves 
men in a future state, possess something 
9gou8 to what they possessed here ; it ii just 
srtain, then, that there is some analogy be- 
m this state and the faiuTe^ m \V.*\^ V>ft»X^«\^ 
tea Mare state. Let xa tiovi \o^>k^ -aX. vs« 
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particular instance. Gratitude is a prii 
our natures here. All rational and wlsi 
ia this statCy feel under obligation to th( 
whom they receive favours. No man will 
the existence of this virtue in this stat 
Christian here feels under obligation t 
and the Father. Now Mr. B. durst not 
the assertion that the saints in heaven 
exercise gratitude to God. Then he aa 
principle of analogy. We are told, in a 
of scripture, (Rev. v. 13) which Mr. B. 
applies to a future state, that the redeen 
express their gratitude to God and tht 
Here is direct scripture proof that there 
analogy between this state and the future 
possess knowledge in this state, and Mr. 
admit that they possess knowledge in a 
state. Then he admits Ihe principle of t 
Virtuous affections and true piety in th 
render the possessor happy, and he will al 
to be true in a future state. Then he tuL 
principle of analogy. 

Faith in Christ is requisite to coii8< 
Christian, or render a man virtuous in thii 
and Mr. B. contends, p. 238, for the same 
fotnre. So after all his assertion to the <k 
he admiU that there i« an analogy ^ or reH$ 
between the tt§o stolen, and consequently tii 
just to reason analogically from this stat 
future. Admits it, did I say ? he oonte 
it ; he adopts it himself. He tells as ' th 
will be convinced after iVie te^uTT^cAAsm^ 
wa» in the road to Dwof«c^%. 't^sWn ^ 
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could not resist the evidence, and of course unbe* 
lievers cannot after the resarrection. This is 
his ai^ument, and it is drawn from the principle 
of anfldogy — a principle which he highly repro- 
bates. Thus we see that Mr. B. is friendly to 
analogy, when she will aid his course, and hmtile 
only when she turns her arms against him. 

We will now notice what Mr. B. ofiers agaifist 
analogy. He appears to think that if we once 
introduce the principle of analogy between this 
world and the future, we shall not know where ic 
stop. "Only introduce it," says he, **and what 
man, or sect, shall say, hitherto shall ye reason 
on it, and no further ?" Now this objection hai 
no more weight in this case, than in almost ererj 
other. Mr. B. will admit that some parts of the 
acriptures ought to be interpreted Jiguraiwely 
But the same objection will apply to this methik 
of interpretation. I might say in opposition U 
interpreting passagres figuratiFoly— "Only intro- 
duce it, and what man, or sect shall say, hithertc 
shall ye pursue it, and no further ?" His objeo 
tion then, lies against his own rules of interprcta 
tion, as much as against analogry. In fact it liei 
against every jrole which is not absolute, and ha( 
no exceptions. Every rule which has any excep- 
tions must be restrained by reason and the natun 
of the case, and analogy can be thus restrained ai 
well as other rules. 

But our Essayist tells us that in the case whicl 

the Sadducees put to Christ, relalv^^ V.^ ^2di!& ^^ 

nma who liad seven husbands^^^ouTYrfat^cA'^^^'c 

ed the principle of anal«>gy> ^u^ VVielvt t«ws 
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from it.*' By this he would have us andcntand 
that Christ not only condemned their reasonio^iD 
this particular case, but condemned all analogK>l 
reasoning^ from this world to the future. Bat afi 
this is mere assertion. There is not the least in- 
timation in the passage, that Christ condemned 
analogy as a principle. He says to the Sadduceei, 
<'Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures, for in the 
resurrection they neither marry nor are gi^ea 
in marriage." Here is nothing said concerniog 
analogy. The passage tells us that the Saddu- 
cees, who deny the resurrection^ came to Christ 
and proposed to him a difficulty concerning the 
resurrection. Jesus says in reply, **Yc do err, 
not knowing the scriptures." Concerning what, 
did they err ? and in relation to what did tbey 
misunderstand the scriptures ? Not the doctrine 
of analogy, for this is not mentioned in the pas* 
sage or its connexion ; no, they erred and misun- 
derstood the scriptures relative to the reiurrtc- 
tion — the very thing which they had introduced, 
and on which Christ was speaking. It is obrioasi 
therefore, from the nature of the case, that their 
error related to the resurrection, and not to analo- 
gy. Tills view of the subject is confirmed by the 
circumstance that Christ proceeded to quote a 
passage from the Pentateuch, which he applies to 
the subject of the resurrection. Thns we see 
that Mr. B.'s statement, that Christ condemned 
the principle of analogy, as suckj is mere assertion, 
wholly unsupported by th^ passage. 

la /act, Christ in tW ^exy <^v%c«ax«i^ %&«vwm& 
tba^ which inydlvea tii« v^'^^^V^ '^ ^swIN?*^ 
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Re ipoke of *. foture exittence ; he (old the 
jadduceei that God vu tha God of AbrallUD, 
Isaac and Jacob, in a fulare woiM ; aod ofoonna 
these patriarchs were the latne indiTiduals after 
death, tbsj were before ; and if the same iedi- 
ridaab, fhej most possem sonethiog analogYiDi to 
vhat the; pcssesiad here. Thui ire tee that this 
reiy passs^, iutead of deitroyinf;, eitabliahe* 
the principle of analf^]'. It is trae the sacred 
writers^ not labour this point, but the ver? 
spirit of dirioe revelation, the doctrine of a fatun 
life, reats on the principle that there Is some analo- 
gy between tfae two states. We do not inppase 
that analog'j will bold good in all cases between 
the two states. But in maay cases it evidentlj 
does. Analogy ought to be used with care, like 
avery other prinotple of reasoning-, and when used 
it) this manner, it has its value. From what has 
been offered above, it will be seen that analt^f^ 
to a certain extent, is inseparabl; connected 
with a future life, and that it is just as certain 
that there is some analogy between this slate and 
the future, as it is that there witl be a future 
life. Audin numerous cages, Mr. fi- must admit 
it, nay, we have seen that he adopts it, and rea- 
«ans from it We have also seen that Mr. B.'s 
statement, that Christ condemned analog; in his 
discourse with the Sadducees, is mere assertiow, 
and that Christ, in this very diicourie, inToipe* 
this rer; principle. 

Mr. B. thinks he grains great advantage by 
ihowiogtiuit m tatan rettibaUoa mA ft* ^""^^^ 
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Iq many parts of his first aod second laquiiieii 
and his fissajs, he boasts of tracing these opiniosi 
to a heathen origin* This is no new method of 
destroying Christian doctrines. Volney, and 
other infidels have long since attempted ihis^ and 
have shown to the satisfaction of their brethren, 
that Christianity is nothing but revised Paganinn. 
Bot it was to be hoped that Christian writen 
would not take Volney for their modeL But si 
Mr. B. has dwelt pretty largely upon this subject, 
it shall have a share of our attention. We ad- 
mit that the heathen and the Jews beliered in a i 
future retribution, and in the immortality of the ' 
soul. This, instead of opposing, goes to estabUih 
our views, as will be seen below. 

1. If these opinions, which were general 
among both Jews and Gentiles, had been enone- 
ous, they would have been condemned by Chriit' 
and his apostles. We have numeroas instances 
in the New Testament, in which Christ and hii 
apostles corrected the errors of the people with 
plainness, and even with severity. Though soos 
of these errors were of a trifling nature, thej 
were not spared by these inspired teachers. Now 
can we suppose that Christ and his apostles, who 
laboured so faithfully to correct trifling errors^ 
would have permitted a future retribution and 
the immortaHty of the soul to pass unnoticed, had 
they been errors ? No ; if these doctrines had 
been false, Christ and his apostles would have 
condemned them. The New Testament would 
bare abounded wit\i dec\aLT^\AoxA iSon^ivDi^ ^fiMSOk 
to be false. But is lYu* I'^e «m»*^ '^hb* ^ 
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New TeatamcDt contaia a rio^le declaratioa thai 
eitberoftheBe doctrines are false F Mr. B. will 
not eren pretend this. This then fiirnUhes nt 
with a good argument in support of them. Si- 
lence '-> the part of Christ under these circum- 
itances, would amount to approbation. But (hia 
is not the whole etrcngtU of the arguraeot 
Tbough the New Testament writers are silent at 
to coodemning these doctrines, the]' are nol 
silent on the other side of the question. They 
use language which seisms naturally to teacl 
those doctrines — Lanfjuage which their hearen 
and readers would naturally and necessarily uD' 
derstand as establishiug their own opinloos. Thi 
passages we have already brought to view would 
Conlirm such people at least, in their belief of t 
future retribution and the immortality of thi 
soul. The labour to iihjch Mr. B. submits to di 
away the force of these passages, is proof thai 
they would produce tliis effect. The sacred wri 
ters could not, as inspired teachers, or even ai 
honest men, have used such languag'C to such poo 
pie, unless these doctrioes had been true. Tbu: 
we see that we must admit a future relributioi 
and the immorlaiity of the soul, or impeach thi 
faithfulness of Christ and his inspire^ apostles. 
2. Another consideration leads us to the sami 
J^- result. The gospel was propagated amongs 
sharp aig^hted enemies, who attacked witli vio 
lence every doctrine which did nol agree witl 
their pecaliar opinions. Collae^¥le^^^.^ ■** ^ 
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of their eoemies. How frequently does Paul 
in his epistles answer the cavils of both Jewi 
and Gentiles? Now if Christ had taught the 
ksortality of the soul, and that all retribution ii 
confined to this life, these doctrines would hate 
excited the prejudices of both Jews and Gentiles; 
they would have been clamorous against these 
Be IV doctrines. No sentiment would meet witb 
more opposition than this, and had it been advan- 
ced by Christ, the opposition would have been lo 
great, that the apostles would have been frequent- 
ly defending the mortality of the aoul and do 
lulure retribution, against the enemies of the 
gospel. But is this the case? Do the epistles 
contain any defence of these doctrines ? Notbiof 
like this is to be found. And this plainly sbowi 
that Mr. B.'s favourite doctrines were not taught 
hy Christ. These two considerations show, that 
the fact that the heathen believed in a future re- 
tribution, and in the immortality of the soul, fu^ 
nishes us with an unanswerable aignment in sup- 
port of our views. Mr. B. may say what he plea- 
ses on this subject, but he will never be able to 
meet the argument stated above. 

We have seen that the fact, that a future retri- 
bution and the immortality of the sonl, was the 
prevailing belief in the days of Christ, furnishes 
us with a strong argument in favour of onr views I 
and if we inquire into the origin of these opin- 
ions, the argument will receive the highest con* 
iSrinatioD. The Jews and 0«cA\W% lielieved in a 
future retribution and lYie VanonTXa^Vi dl ^^i^ 
Moul; aod thia belief mult Vvi^^«^«»* «*** 



Now tbe qaeitJoai*,fnmwlwnc«an]HHiUopiD- 
ion ? It is obTious that it must hare arlien froa 
■amelhing'. Mr. B. finda tbe Jewt JD puieiaiofl 
of ctrtain opioioiiB, and he attempCa to trace thsM 
opiaions farther back, and to ihoir that the; bor- 
rowed them from tbe beathea. This attempt 
estahlisbeB one principle nhich is important in 
tbia case, viz. that opinions ought to be traced U 
■crae cause. Tbii principle ii not only impliec 
in bis mode of reasoniog, but is a po^llioo foi 
which he conteada. Id Ist Inq. pp. 136, 127, b< 
askt, "From what source did the Jews derivi 
theic inrormation concerning this ? 1 cannot con 
ceire of any sources from nbence they coali 
posstbij derive this inrormation, unless from on< 
or the other of the following. 1. From immediati 
Inspiration. 9. The preaching of Joha the Bap 
tist 3. The instructions of Christ. 4. The OU 
Testament. 5. Or the writings of uninspiret 
men." This shows that be thinks that all opia 
ions ougbt to be traced to somelliing; for bein[ 
effects, they must arise from some causes. 

Now (he question before us is, fratn whence dii 
these opinions arise ? To say that the Jews bor 
rowed them from the heathen, is onty saying tha 
tfaey must hare had some origin ; and the ques 
tion would return with all its force— from wheno 
did the Gentiles derive these opinions? But , 
bave as muoh aolbority for saying that the Geo 
tiles borrowed Ifaclr opinions from IheJews^a 
Mr. B. has for layiDg" that ftia 3e^%>ws««^ 
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lions, and of course the people had every oppor- 
tunity to know and imbibe their opinions. It is 
much more probable that the Gentiles were in- 
debted to the Jews, than that the Jews were ia- 
debted to them for their religious opinions. Mr. 
B. himself allows that the Gentiles would be ai 
lilccly to borrow from the Jews, as the Jews from 
them. He says, 1st Inq. p. 2^24^ "Is there not ai 
good reason to think that the heathen, in conse- 
quence of their intercourse with the Jews, should 
imbibe the Jewish notions, as that the Jews should 
imbibe the heathen notions in their intercourse 
with the heathen ? Their mutual intercourse, we 
should naturally think, would produce a mutual 
interchange of opinions.^' From this quotation it 
will be seen, that Mr. B. admits that it is as rea- 
sonable to believe that the Gentiles borrowed 
their opinions from the Jews, as that the Jews 
borrowed theirs fx^om the heathen. 

We have now proceeded so far as to ascertain, 
and with the cousent of Mr. B. loo, that it is as 
reasonable to suppose that the Gentiles were in- 
debted to the Jews for their opinions, as that the 
Jews were indebted to the Gentiles for theirs. 
Thus we see that it will not avail Mr. B. to say 
that the Jews borrowed their notions of a future 
retribution and the souPs immortality from the 
Gentiles ; for we have the same authority for 
saying that the Gentiles borrowed these opinions 
from the Jews. The question then is, from whence 
did the JewB and GenlWea dfixvie \.VLe,%^ ^"^v^ioxu ? 
IVe coo tend that a futuro V\Je, Vc^ wx^ ^^xm^caa. 
be h^fped only from dVvVuo xeNeX^VIvw^ T^^> 
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ag'ain Mr. B. will concede. He says, pp. 92, 93, 
*'We agree with Dr. Good, that human wia^om 
never could have started any well-g-rounded opin- 
ion of a future state, either founded cgi the im* 
mortality of the soul, or Hie final resurrection of 
the body.'' Thus we see that our author admits 
that both Jews and Gentiles believed in a future 
retribution and the immortality of the soul, and 
that these opinions could never have been dis- 
covered by human wisdom. We appear then to 
be driven to the necessity of admitting that these 
opinions must have arisen from divine revelation. 
This principle Mr. B. admits relative to the resur- 
Ttction^ and labours to show that the resurrection 
is taught in the Old Testament. See pp. 93, 313. 
He contends that "God's words to Moses at the 
busV teach the resurrection of the body. Let 
us for a moment looic at God's words to Moses, 
and see if they contain evidence of the resurrec- 
tion of the body. The passage reads— *^I am the 
God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God 
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob," Ex. iii. 6. This 
is the ^whole passage, and it contains nothing 
which would convince a person who never heard 
of a resurrection, of the truth of that doctrine. 
I will put the question to Mr. B. whether thii 
passage, as it stands in Exodus, would convey to 
his mind the doctrine of the resurrection. Lei 
him answer this question before he censures my 
remarks upon it. But he will probably say thai 
Christ applied this passage to the resurrectlci^ 
SLud explained it as teachuig \Xu!s ^<(^^\.fv^^* ^ 
ibis does not effect the que&Uou \»«Sot^ "^^^ 

17* 
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question is, not what this passage, with Christ^s 
explanation, teaches, but what would the passa^ 
teach, wWumt this explanation ? The Jews be- 
lieved this doctrine long before Christ explained 
this passage as teaching it ; and I think I may 
say with safbty, that they conld not have learned 
it from this text. Mr. B. will probably ask, why 
did our Lord quote this passage, if it did not teach 
the doctrine of the resurrection? I answer, be- 
cause there was no other passage so much to his 
purpose. We admit that this passage contains a 
principle which involves a future life; but we 
insist that this passage, as it stands in the Old 
Testament, would not of itself teach this doctrine. 
This our Saviour virtually acknowledged ; for 
after quoting, "the Crod of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob," he adds, ««God is not God of the dead, but 
of the UvingJ*^ 

From these remarks, it is, I think, apparent 
that the passage before us, as it occurs in the 
Old Testament, could not have created that gen- 
eral belief of a resurrection, which prevailed 
among the Jews; and the very circumstance 
that Christ selected this passage, shows that 
there was no other text more to the purpose. If 
the book of Job had contained any thing more to 
the purpose, the divine teacher would undoubted- 
ly have cited it. The plea usually made, that 
Christ selected this passage because it was found 
in the Pentateuch, the only part of the New Tes- 
tament in which they belv&ved^ Is unavailing : 
because it is not a «et\.\ed v^\u\. wnnti^ \\ifc\«wTi- 
ed, that they did reiect l\i^ Tft%l «i S3ti^ ^^V>S 



REPLY. 191 

ires. Mr. B. has much to say of JoVs 
ig> a resurrection. But 1 humbly conceiye 
ere is nothing in that book which is at all 
siye on this sobject. There are one or 
.ssages which we, who believe in a resur- 
1, apply to that subject ; but if we had no 
STidence, I very much doubt whether we 

see the reaarrection taught in them. Cor- 
am that there are scores of passages which 
* to teach a future retribution, much more 
illy than these passages do the resurrection, 
lost famous passage I will notice, and will 
\ in Noyes' translation. («Yet I know that 
idicator liveth, and will stand up at length 
> earth ; and although with my skin this 
9e wasted away, yet in my flesh shall I see 

Yea, I shall see him my friend ; my own 
and not another's, shall behold him. For 
ly soul panteth within roe." Job xix. 25 — 
rhere is nothing in this passage which de- 

the resurrection. It is only by inference 
t can possibly teach that sentiment; and 
nference rests entirely upon the position 
be viostuw awcuy of the body means death. 
\ it certain that it has that meaning ? The 
3g of his body and skin may very easily and 
ally be interpreted of his emaciation by 
ion and disease. Those who witnessed his 
dtics and beheld him covered with boils from 
rown of his head to the sole of his foot, would 
ally understand this waaUn^ of his akin and 

as aJ/uding to these aiBxcVMSW- 'W^'^ 
yd in biB^sh, wouU»eemVoVwoXA.\»^ 
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itate. The question, let it be remembered, is, 
not what idea we who believe in a resurrection, 
receive from this passag^e, but what idea it would 
convey to the minds of those who had no know- 
ledge of such a sentiment. From this view of 
the subject it will be seen tbat the passag-es in 
the Old Testament, on which Mr. B. relies, in 
pioof of a rcsurreclion, utterly fail hjm. Though 
they may seem to teach us that doctrine, they 
could not have taught that doctrine to those who 
had DO other and better evidence. This is con- 
firmed by the apostle, who declares Ih.it life and 
immortality are brought to light by the gospel. 

Now it is acknowledged that the Jews, at the ad- 
vent of Christ, believed in a resurrection from 
the dead. And from what source did they de- 
rive this information ? Mr. B. tells U8 that hu- 
man wisdom could not have discovered it ; and 
we have already seen that this doctrine is not 
taught in the Old Testament. We are therefore 
driven to the conclusion that this doctrine must 
have arisen from early revelations which are not 
handed down to us. And if this is true of the re- 
surrection, it may be true of a future retribution 
and the souPs immortality. These doctrines 
were generally believed, and every philosopher 
is taught to assign some cause for every effect, 
and this effect can be ascribed to nothing^ so ra- 
tional and consistent as to early revelations. This 
subject was introduced in my Letters, p. 249^ 
25^. Mr. B. in noticing this part of my book, 
makes himself very merr^ ^\V^ '?rVi^\.V^ ci^ 
unrepealed revelcUiona. Bui VVa q«>»a oV Wv\% \s 



T«ry obrioDs ; be probablf thoaght that it wai 
eaiier to unnte bii readers, tbaa to coaviDce 
tbem tbat tbii ar^ment did not bear a^ aiiut his 

Tbere are manj conBiderations which sboir 
that there vere man]' commuDicalioiw made to 
the £ret inhabitant! of tbe vroild, which have not 
come down to m, Aa tbe human species when 
youDf, need more inatruction from their parent* 
than at an<r other period of life, so in the iofaQcy 
of the world, men would need more communica- 
tions from heaTcn than in an; later period. Mo- 
■ea' history of the whole aotediluTian world ia 
compiisEd ia teven tborl ckapleri. This of itself 
shows that many things were unrecorded. If Mr. 
B, trill suspend his merriment, and like a sincere 
inquirer after troth, turn bis allentionito the sub- 
ject before us, and like a pbLloBopber, trace ef- 
fects to some adequate cause, he will be compel- 
led to ackaowledg-e this. 'This has been the god- 
dusion to which many g-reat and learned men 
have arrived. Were it not for eiteading' this 
Reply beyond its contemplated limita, 1 should bo 
pleased to enter more largely into this subject. 
1 will, however, menlioo a few examples which 
argue more commusicatioDs from heaven than 
are recorded. The brevity of Moaea' account, 
the offerings of Cain and Abel, the condemDation 
Cain felt upon killing his brother, the virtue of 
Enoch, and tbe guilt of the old world. We are 
toid on diriae authority, that "wt«ft ftiw* "ix ■oa 
■V, there u no tranagieaaum." liiim c^a^^^i^ki 
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g^uilty, unless God had g^iven them a law fop thi 
gtivernmeDt of their conduct ? But no such law 
is recorded in the first chapters of Genesis. I 
will go farther, and say that the human spccici 
could not have supported themselves in existence, 
unless they had liad some instruction more than 
is recorded by Moses. But perhaps it may be 
said that nature taught them their duty. This ii 
what infidels always maintain, but it comes with 
a very ill grace from believers in divine revela- 
tion. The inhabitants of the old world might 
cast their eye abroad on the face of nature, and 
gaze till their eyes were closed in death, and they 
could never learn the character of God, or their 
duty to him. Or if they looked up to the firma- 
ment, the blaze of the sun and the glimmer of the 
stars would teach them nothing but their own 
ignorance. Unless they had some divine commu- 
nications, nay, unless they had more than are 
recorded in the scriptures, I cannot conceive how 
they could have known the requirements of God. 
But Mr. B. will say if we adopt this principle, 
we shall not know where to stop. I admit that 
this may be carried to excess as well as almost 
every thing else. But if we use wisdom, that 
will restrain us here as in other instances. I 
will lay down this as a rule by which to be gov- 
erned in this case. When we find any effects 
which can be traced to no other causes, we may 
with safety ascribe them to this. Now in the 
case before us, we find a. fuVaT« T^Vx^wVxciiii ^^d 
ibc j/nmorUlity of ihe B«wiV\>e\\e\«AVs\»>Xi^«^^ 
lUMd GentileB, and IbiabdVeC cw>>» \3«k^.\^ ^ 
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othar eanae, and hflOM we ta»j with ufety ai- 
aribe it to thii. I do not cooilder this arf umeat 
denioiutratira of itielf, but still I think U hu 
uma weight, and wbea coDDccted wilb the cir- 
CDDiitaaca IbatCbritt and hia apostles said DOth- 
ing ia oppoaiUoa to thia general belief, but alter- 
ed laoguige which went to confirm it, Iho argu- 
meol iinouDlito the highest decree ofprobabilitj. 
Ur. B. boutt greatlj of his sections of /ac((, on 
which ha rests his belief, but here ia a/act vrhich 
he doea not appear williag to meet, or if lie meets 
it at all, it is oaly bjr a strain of levity such aa 
Voltaire, and thoMof hia school, have used hefore 
biot. 

There are maBj- facts which show that the 
lieathen are indebted to divine revelation for most 
of their relif ioui notions. They have fabuloua 
account* ofihe deluge, which were iiDcloubtedly 
borrowed Tronl Moiei' account, or the traditions 
of their fatliera, handed down from Noah. The 
rite of circumcision was, in all probahiliiy, bor- 
rowed from this practice among the Jews. Dr> 
Shucbford, in hia Conoexiona between sacred 
and profane History, has shown that almost all 
the heathen fables were founded on some doctrines 
which they derived from divine communications- 
He tells us that the first founder of Egypt was 
Mizraim, the grand-soa of Noah. Now as Dr. 
Good, whom Mr, B. quotes, and on wbooi he seemt 
to place the most entire confidence, tells a* that 
the aocieot CgyptiuM belieTeA.\a«.foVLW Tal.n.- 
bation, it ia highly prebabXtt ttiaV. **'S ^■""'J 
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B. bimself admits that the heathen derived their 
opinion from the sacred hooks, for he tells us on 
the authority of Dr. Good, that in the country 
where the book of Job was written, the inhabit- 
ants, though heathen, embraced the sentiments 
taught in that book. It appears from the scrip- 
tures themselves that in the days of Abraham, 
religion was much the same in all nations. When 
Abraham and his wife went down into £gypt 
(Gen. xii. 12—20) Pharaoh feared the God of 
Abraham. Melchisedek, we are told, was a 
priest of the most high God, and he blessed Abra- 
ham in the name of the most high Grod, who pos- 
sessed all things and governed all events. Gen. 
xiv. 18—20. These examples, and to these oth- 
ers might be added, show that in the days of Abra- 
ham, the knowledge of the most high God was 
known as far distant as Egypt This circumstance 
affords us divine authority for saying that all na- 
tions were indebted to divine revelation for their 
religious opinions ; they had them no doubt from 
Noah, from whom they were handed down by tra- 
dition. 

Thus we see that the sacred writers teach us 
that in the days of the Patriarchs, various nations 
adhered to the worship of the true God ; which 
shows either that God made revelations to 
them, which are not recorded in scripture, or that 
the traditionary accounts of early revelations 
were handed down from the old world by Noah. 
We have also seen \h» beUft^ of tko souVa immor- 
'tBlity and a future %\a\a oi TeibrftiioWnTi^'v^&^'GL- 
^ralamongnt Jcwt and Oea^^AM^u^ \>ew^x.V^v 



belief c*D be traced to Dothiog but to earlj reve- 
lations ; and moreover, that Christ and bis apos- 
tlei, instead of coirectiog this opioion, used Ian- 
gnage calculated to confirm tlicminit — language 
which in fact caooot be reconciled with the 
opposite opinion. Tbi« furnislica us with a strong 
argument ia support of these ricivs — an arg-ument 
which Mr. B. ma^ ridicule, but cannot answer. 
Thus we lee that his attempt to trace Ihesc opiii' 
ions (o a Gentile source, eadang-ers his whole 

We will now notice nhatCTer we find of argn- 
ment opposed to the above reasonlog:. He tells 
OH, if we conclude a future punishment true, 
because tbe Jews and Gentiles believed it, and 
Christ spoke in accordance with tliat belief, then 
we must admit endless punishment, for both Jews 
and Gentiles believed in that. See p. 326. Two 
remarks will show that this is not to bis purpose. 
1. Mr. B. will not pretend that Christ spohe in 
accordance with the doctrine of endless miserj, 
and so by his own confession the cases are not 
parallel. ■ 8. He happens also to be mistaken in 
representing that tbe Jews and Gentiles gener- 
allj believed in endless misery. Dr. Enfield 
tells that the Persians, Egyptians, Greeks and 
Romans, tbe Celts, including the Gauls, Britons, 
Germans, and the northern nations of Europe, 
believed in this doctrine of universal restitution. 
VoL 1. pp. 49, 50, 83, 84, 100, 101, 120, 131, 156 
157. Even Mr, B. bu iaiwiaai. vn -wv^ ^' 
dmaoe that the bmthen did \ial Yi«i^«ib \'d. «q& 
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fied by fire, and Pythagorai held that the loula ef 
the uobappy would finally be releaied from pun- 
ishment. These considerationa shoir that Mr. 
B/s objection has no force. 

Ho tells us again on the same page, that in 
this manner, we should prore that Beelzebab 
was tbe prince of demons, and that mammon waa a 
god ; the doctrine of witchcraft, Ito. One fact 
will show him that be is mittaken in all thia. 
When Christ spake of Beelzebub, he waa reply- 
ing to those who had introduced him aa the 
prince of demons. But when he treata upon a 
future retribution, he introducea the anbject him- 
self. The one shows that be apoke in accommo- 
dation to the people, the other that he apoke hia 
own sentiment. Besides, Christ apoke frequently 
on the subject of a future retribution, and intro- 
duced it for its own sake; but in relation to 
Beelzebub, the case is entirely different; he 
never spoke upon it but once, and then he did 
not speak of him for his own sake, but only In 
reply to an objection which had been offered 
against him. When Mr. B. can prore from 
the scriptures and tbe nature of the case, that a 
future retribution has no more aupport than the 
doctrine of witchcraft, I shall believe that he 
considers the cases parallel, but not before. 
Tbna we aoe that every view which can be taken 
of this subject turns out to his disadvantage. 

As the residue of thia reply will be of a miacel- 
JaneooB nature, I wU\ uoUoe Ibr.'^H ^IVkuv^ \sk 
iBBke my viewa appear GonirayBtelnirj va& i^wvc^ 
ilmboared to ahow, in oMt"^^ wi \ia»« 
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that tin corrupted the mind, anl bluntel the 
•ting" of conscience, so that the remorse of con- 
toience did not increase with the increase oi 
l^nilt. In another part of my book I stated it as 
my opinion that misery in a future state would 
not be inflicted by the immediate hand of GoH, 
but would arise from anxiety, guilt and remorse. 
These statements Mr. B. has been careful to 
bring together; and he attempts to show that 
this involves the greatest absurdity, as it sup- 
poses that a hardened sinner will be less miserable 
in a future state, than a mere tyro in crime, p. 
320—322. Two remarks upon this subject will 
show that his labour upon this point will not aid 
his cause. 1. It is a misrepresentation of my 
sentiment. I stated that in a future state, men 
would have a full view of their characters and 
conduct, and have a more lively sense of their 
Ifuilton tlie one band and their obligation to God 
on the other. This I attempted to prove by sev- 
eral passages of scripture. This then is not 
maintaining that the sinner would remain stupid 
and callous after death. That the reader may 
see that I did not give the representation Mr. B. 
pretends, I will cite a passage from my Letters, 
p. 164. Speaking of a sinner in a future state, I 
say, **If all his iniquity is brought to light, and 
even the motives of his heart are displayed 
before him, the obstinate sinner roust be un- 
happy." Thus it will be seen that instead of 
•dmitt'wg that the old Telerau Vcv ^vck n^^^ T^\fi»>2 
mtupid ID a /uture tiate» 1 Yaboxite^ Vo ^o^ "^ 
bm would hm brought to see Wva con^xicX. vo.^ < 
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acter ai they were, and of oeone w( 
extremely miserable. 2. It appears fr 
Tery nature of the case, that an old h: 
sinner in a future state will have a mon 
sense of his guilt. Take the fashionable mi 
the duellist; he will take the field, ai 
deliberate aim, destroy a fellow being froi 
h&has rccciyed no injury, but whom he 
has injured. After performing this bloo< 
he feels but little remorse. And why .' Be< 
finds his base conduct applauded by a grea 
the community. This stifles the remorse 
science, and lays his moral nature aslee 
in a future state, he wiH have no multi 
toast, feast, and reward him. He will have 
opportunity to wield his instruments of 
avenge the wrongs which he himself h 
mitted. Thus being left to himself, he w 
the very nature of the case, feel more c 
tions of conscience in a future state, tha 
in this. Thus it is seen from the very c 
the case, that Mr, B. in the instance befor 
only been combatting a man of straw en 
his own imagination. 

Mr. B. in many parts of his writings i 

the bias of education, and seems to pridi 

a little in being freed from this bias. 

subject I will offer a few remarks. Tl 

two propensities in man which serve 

them astray, vis. abiding too closely by c 

ed opiaionBf and affeclVn^ \o \ie "^x^^ 

oiberBj and rejecting eireT^ ^Vai& ^^ 

buv9 held. The fotiner \% V\» vr«5«s 
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bilfot, the latter, of the ambitious man. Men 
are g^enerally iacliDcd to cliDg* to the opiDions ia 
which. they have been educated. Ihis seems to 
be tXiAfirit propensity of our natures. But when 
men ^re indaced to leave this ground, they are 
kpt to run into the other extreme. When ihey 
are convinced that one of the opinions in which 
they have been educated is false, they arc in- 
clined to conclude that all their former opinions 
are equally unfounded ; and hence they run to 
the other extreme, and attempt to embrace some- 
thing entirely new. Men are strong^ly attached to 
their early opinions, and this very circumstance 
•hows that it requires great weight of evidence to 
induce them to give them up ; and this very 
strength of evidence, with a very small addition, 
will lead them into the other extreme. Being 
once moved, it requires but little power to keep 
them in motion, and carry them to the utmost 
bounds of error. It is wise in a man to change 
hia opinions, if he is fully convinced that thcj 
are false ; but it is no mark of wisdom in a mac 
to change his opinions frequently. If a person is 
frequently shifting his religious opinions, and 
going over to different sects, it naturally leads 
us to doubt his stability, to say nothing of hii 
sincerity. Such frequent changes, I say, aiguc 
instability. They show that the man was hast} 
and inconsiderate in embracing his opinions ai 
first, or else hasty and inconsiderate in rejecting 
them afterwarda. A person, however, has somi 
excuse when he leavet the o^nlons in which h< 
warn educated, if he doei €l»» wA VXwi^ ^^^k» 
18* 
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stable. But if he embraces an opioion after he 
arrives at a state of manhood, and then rejects it, 
SHch changes arg^ue a lack of wisdom, rather 
than the possession of it ; and a man who pos- 
sesses this versatility of belief, and who haa gone 
nearly round the religious compass, and thereby 
given evidence of instability, onght of all men to 
be the least sanguine and dogmatical. Being 
wrong before, ought to admonish him that he 
may be again. Now as Mr. B* hat changed his 
opinions several times, and has gone from sect to 
sect, in several instances, it follows that he most 
have erred in judgment, either in embracing his 
opinions, or in rejecting them ; and this very cir- 
cumstance ought at least to teach him modesty, 
and suggest to us that he may be in error now. 

We will here notice a remark of Mr. B.'s in 
his introduction. He says, p. 9, ^Let all, then, 
bear me witness, that I have neither provoked, 
nor sought a controversy with Mr. Hudson. He 
ought to be held responsible for its consequences.** 
The reader will be able to judge correctly in thia 
from the following statement of facts, which Mr. 
B. durst not deny. Immediately on embracing^ 
the doctrine of universal salvation, Mr. B. pre- 
pared and published his first Inqairy, in which he 
combatted both future and endless misery. On 
his very first page he tells us that all the princi- 
pal UniversalJat writers have admitted a future 
state of puQishment, and his object is prmcipai' 
ly to ascertain whether this opinion is correct. 
He then goew on in hit Vtok to iSum IVaI ^ future 
retribution is a henlben doclitai*. 'Vti Vk^ ^^ewA 



REPLY. 20; 

Inquiry, which was published before my Letter 
were written, he does the same. la the meai 
time he wrote several pieces in the Universalis 
Ma^^ine, to disproTe a future retribution. AI 
this took place before my Letters were written 
With these facts in mind, let the reader judgfi 
whether Mr. B. provoked a controversy. Mr. B 
may say that he was only writing* ag^ainst endlest 
misery, and should not have opposed a future re 
tribution, had it not been in the way of his argu 
ments. This statement may satisfy some minds 
but to me it is not altogether satisfactory. If i 
villain should erect a targ^et behind me, and witl 
deliberate aim, should dischargee his musket ai 
me, I should not regard it as a sufficient apologj 
in him to say that he was firing at the target be- 
hind me, and that he should not have woundec 
me, had I not been in his wa^'. This is a just re 
presentation of the course pursued by the denien 
of a future retribution. Now Mr. B. when he 
was pursuing this course, and attacking a future 
retribution in this artful manner, knew that 
there was a difference of opinion amongst Uni 
yersalists on this very question. This informa 
tion will enable the reader to judge, who prove 
ked the controversy, and who is justly answer 
able for its consequences. 

Before I close Uiis Reply, I have a few remarki 
to offer upon a practice which is becoming quite 
fashionable, viz. faulting our present translation, 
and dabbling with the originaL Every person 
knows that the same passage \ii ^^^ty^Vs^t^ xfioc 
be truaghLted differently, iVv^X. \«, ^v^et^^vv^'c^ 
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may be employed, and tbe meaniog still be Iha 
same. In order to understand (he scriptures 
aright, it may in some cases be necessary to con- 
sult the orig'inal, but in most instances the mean- 
ingc can be learned by the subject and scope of 
the writer better than any other way. When 
any writer, who is writing for the mass of the 
people, is perpetually faulting^ the translation, and 
criticising^ upon the original, it shows pedantry 
in the writer, and weakness in bis cause ; and its 
influence upon the public mind is unwholesome. 
We find some writers at this day who can hardly 
quote a passage of scripture without presenting 
ficme one of the words in the original language. 
This excc8si\re use of Greek criticism is to be 
regretted. These remarks would apply in some 
degree to the present work, had I not been com- 
pelled to adopt this course to meet the course 
pursued by my opponent. This is my apolog}-. 

I will offer a passing remark upon that part of 
Mr. B.'s book which relates to the resurrection 
of Christ. With this I am well pleased. He has 
taken, as I conceive, a just view of the subject, 
and for those who have not read West and others, 
it is valuable. But in reading this part of his 
Vookj I could not but reflect how very diflercnt 
he wrote on this subject from what he did on a 
fnture retribution. When treating upon Christ's 
resurrection, there appeared nothing like critici- 
sing the obviooi meaning of the passage away, as 
if the case on the snljeot of a future retribution 
and the immortelily ot tibie u^V. ^on vC Mr. B 
will adopt the tnmt covfM «^^ l\i«M vsk>o;\«^\> 
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that ho has done upon the rcsurrcctioQ of Christ, 
I haye no doubt but that he would arrive at tho 
same conclusion that we have. And on the oth- 
er hand, if he should carry to the subject of 
Christ's resurrection, the same rules of interpre- 
tation that he makes use of on the other subjects, 
he would find it no difficult task to do away the 
literal resurrection. Dunlavy, the champion of 
Shakerism, has proved Christ's resurrection ta 
be only a spiritual or figurative resurrection, ai 
clearly as Mr. B. has proved that many passages in 
the New Testament apply to the destruction oi 
Jerusalem. We would request him to read Dun« 
layy 's Manifesto, if he has not already ; and I thinli 
he will see that the resurrection can be disproved 
as easily as a future retribution. 

What remains to be noticed is the moral ten- 
dency of the two systems. But as thie subject 
was considered at considerable length in my Let 
ters, 1 shall refer the reader to what was then 
offered. See p. 2^5—301. In its moral tenden 
cy, Mr. B.'s system is no different from the om 
examined in my Letters ; and what was then 
said will apply to the system before us. If then 
is no motive to serve God but what is drawl 
from the retributions of this world, then Chriit 
ianity in its moral influence is no different fron 
Atheism. The only way In which this cooclusioi 
can be avoided, is to say that the prospect of fo 
tu re happiness, which the gospel holds forth, wil 
stimulate men to virtue. But thia n admlUm^ tha 
men act in this atate with refeTeuci^ \a ^ VoNx 
and coDieqoently that a fialwo xeVnfe^^^'^'* 
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exert a good mcMral infloenoe upon the children of 
men. Mr. B. when remarkinf^ upon that part of 
my hook which treated upon the moral tendency 
of the system there opposed, flatters himself th^ 
he gains a Tery great advantage by saying that 
the heathen believed in a future retribution, and 
still were very corrupt Two considerations will 
show that Mr. B.'s triumph exists only in his own 
mind. 1. The Jews and the heathen might be 
▼icious from the influence of some other principle 
than that of a future retribution. He tells us on 
the authority of Dr. Good, p. 80—84, that the 
Arabians believed in the mortality of the souL 
Now I have the same right to ascribe this wick- 
edness to that doctrine, that he has to ascribe it 
to a future retribution. I say, then, that the 
Arabs are abominably corrupt. They are mon- 
sters of rrnelty and inhumanity ; and not being 
able to commit wickedness enough single-handed, 
they form themselves into caravans, that they 
may carry rapine and plunder wherever they g^. 
And all this wickedness arises from believing 
that the soul is mortal. And as it regards the 
Jews, they believed in Mr. B.'s doctrine of the 
resurrection ; all the idolatry and wickedness of 
which that nation have been guilty are charge- 
able upon that belief. This statement is as just 
as the one made by Mr. B. 1 have as good author- 
ity for saying that all the wickedness of the Jews 
and ancient Arabs arose from opinions which 
ibejrheldin common wUhMx. B. as he has for 
tafiag what lie has. But wt\\ Y» a^a»^ V\ia\.T^\ VXso^ 
mckedoBu ia to b«aacr\\i€A io^aM^t\-Kv^rvxi^ 
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will say it arose from something' else, and that it 
is uogeneroos in me to make such insinuations. 
In this manner he convicts himself of injustice. 
Now he may either admit that his own sentiment 
has produced all this wickedness, or that what he 
said in his Essays upon this subject was foreign 
to the case. Thas we see that if Mr. B.'s state- 
ment relative to the corruption of past ages, has 
any bearing in the case, it applies to his senti- 
ment as much as to mine. But while Mr. B. is 
wielding this two-edged sword, which wounds the 
wielder as much as him against whom it is wield- 
ed, he flatters himself that he has obtained a 
great triumph, and in an extacy exclaims, <^What 
Mr. Hudson will say to these palpable facts 
against his system, in past ages, I am unable ts 
devise. They stand as an eternal monument 
against his system, and ought to seal his lips for- 
ever in silence against those whom he opposes." 
p. 357. As he fancies himself so victorious, I 
will not disturb his vision, or awake him from hit 
revery. 

2. It is unjust to compare the morals of men 
in the dark ages of the world, with men in 
enlightened times^ or men in pagan nations with 
those who live in civilized countries under the 
light of science and the gospel. Men generally 
imbibe the spirit of the times ^pd countries hi 
which they live. Men are lillie or ignorant, 
rirtuouB or vicious onlj u iViA^ «sfiff\ ott ^sfiv. 
short of those placed in ibe SAine cixcraBBBoiksnKsM* 
i coAuDoa tcfaool-boy <m.niiow «oVi« %^g|t^e^M»^^ 
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ioreDt which rendered Euclid immortal. And to 
in relation to moral character. An Atheist at thi» 
day and in this coun try, would probably be more 
moral, than a belicrcr in divine revelation would 
bo in some ages and in some countries. Mr. B. 
will admit that Judaism, ai a system, is better 
than infidelity; and yet be will admit that the 
Jews in some ag'cs hare been more given to idolatry 
and wickedness than infidels among us at this 
day. If Mr. B. wishes to make the comparison, 
let him compare those in the same age with 
each other. From this view of the subject, it 
will be seen that Mr. B.'s comparison is unjust. 
He may admit this, or involve himself in the diffi- 
culty mentioned above. 

As I am about drawing this examination to 
a close, I request the reader to reflect upon what 
has been said with care and attention, and g^ive 
the passages I have exhibited due consideration. 
Let him remember that the question is, not 
what these texts can be made to mean, but what 
is their most obvious meaning? what would they 
naturally teach to those who believed in a future 
retribution, and the immortality of the soul ; for 
* to such persons tho New Testament was ad- 
dreued. In order to judge correctly in this 
case, he must weigh all the arguments, and de- 
termine, not whether one passage teaches, but 
whether they all do not teach it ; not whether one 
argament alone is demonstrative, but whetlier 
tbef are not, when ail neV^^AdL \Ait«VVv«t. U Va 
«zaiaifiiiig' this subiect, the TeaAsr i2bDt)N^ ^^^ \£ 
own 4mirt and feeUiigm T«nw»t«x» ^^\^^. ^ 
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doctrine here advocated, he ought to conside 
that this is just what might he expected, admit 
ting it true ; for when Paul reasoned of a jtidg 
menl to come^ the unbelieving Felix tremhled. 

I will simply say in conclus'ion, that I shall no 
imitate Mr. B. and challenge a confutation o 
this book, but shall submit it (o him and th 
public, hoping that it may serve the cause o 
trutli. I have no disposition to continue thii 
controversy, unless it can he made profitabh 
to the reader. Instead of being convinced o 
the incorrectness of my views, I can say tba 
the more I examine the subject, the more I an 
convinced of their truth. The subject is now sub 
mitted to the candour and judgment of an impar 
tial public, believing that though many run U 
and fro, yet knowledge will be increased, and 
truth prevail. 
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